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The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable JoHN 
F. KERRY, a Senator from the State of 
Massachusetts. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich

ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Our Father which art in heaven, hal

lowed be Thy name. Thy kingdom 
come. Thy will be done in earth, as it 
is in heaven.-Matthew 6: 9-10. 

So You teach us to pray, Lord. May 
we embrace the wisdom of those peti
tions: the glory of Your name, the 
coming of Your kingdom, the doing of 
Your will. Your word declares that 
You "work in everything for good to 
those who love You who are called ac
cording to Your purpose." You know 
our hearts: our desires-our motives
our hopes and dreams-our weakness
es and frustrations. Your will for us, 
out of Your infinite unconditional love 
is "good and acceptable and perfect." 
Deliver us, Gracious God, from all 
that prevents us conforming to Your 
best for us individually, our families, 
and the Senate. Forgive our indiffer
ence, our intransigence-our unbelief 
and lead us in the way of truth and 
justice and righteousness, the way ev
erlasting. To the glory of Your name, 
the coming of Your kingdom, and the 
doing of Your will on Earth as in 
heaven. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STENNIS). 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, April 23, 1987. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN F. 
KERRY, a Senator from the State of Massa
chusetts, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

JOHN c. STENNIS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. KERRY thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, April 21, 1987) 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Under the standing order, the 
acting majority leader is recognized. 

KISSINGER-RIGHT AND WRONG 
ON ARMS CONTROL 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
there is probably no one who has more 
clearly earned the title of elder states
man and supreme foreign policy 
expert than Henry Kissinger. Like all 
people who have had extensive, for
eign policy experience in positions of 
authority, Henry Kissinger has an es
tablished record to defend. He also has 
a partisan identification with previous 
Republican administrations. But in 
general his judgment as a supremely 
practical eminence has been richly vin
dicated. 

So when Henry Kissinger speaks out 
on foreign policy, the rest of us should 
listen and carefully. In a recent letter 
to the Washington Post, Mr. Kissinger 
assessed the present status of arms 
control in the wake of the Iceland 
meeting between President Reagan 
and Secretary Gorbachev. Kissinger 
called the consequences of that meet
ing an arms control revolution. In the 
judgment of this Senator, Kissinger's 
conclusions about how arms control 
should proceed in the wake of Reykja
vik are about 80 percent on target and 
about 20 percent seriously in error. 
They certainly advance an under
standing of the practical possibilities 
for arms control in the next few years. 

Kissinger suggests three components 
of what he sees as the Reykjavik revo
lution. Here they are: First, an agree
ment to reduce strategic forces by 50 
percent coupled with a moratorium for 
10 years on deployment of the strate
gic defense initiative-or SDI; second, 
an agreement to withdraw Soviet and 
United States missiles of ranges of 
1,500 kilometers and above from West
ern Europe and European Russia; 
third, an American proposal to do 
away with all ballistic missiles over a 
10-year period, countered by a Soviet 
proposal to do away with all strategic 
forces or all nuclear weapons. 

Kissinger wisely in the judgment of 
this Senator, rejects each of these pro
posals as not only unrealistic, pie-in
the-sky impractical objectives. But he 
contends that in general they would 
have a seriously adverse effect on the 
national security of our country. Kis
singer contends that the two heads of 
state are proceeding too quickly, 

reaching too far, proposing too much. 
He is right. What then does he pro
pose in place of these spectacular arms 
control fireworks? He suggests that su
perpower arms control agreements 
should not be the product of what are 
primarily public relations meetings 
aimed at trying to convince the world 
that each side is the true friend of 
peace. Instead Kissinger calls for "a 
moratorium on public diplomacy." He 
wants both sides to quietly negotiate 
before they return to the numbers 
game. That means lowering objectives. 
And here is the Kissinger solution: 
First, an interim agreement. Second, a 
modest reduction of strategic forces. 
Third, a limitation on the number of 
warheads each missile can carry. 
Fourth, an extension of the time 
during which either side can abrogate 
the ABM Treaty from 6 months to 2 
years. Fifth, intermediate range forces 
should be reduced by the same per
centage as strategic forces, but not to 
zero. Sixth, immediate efforts should 
be undertaken to improve the conven
tional military balance, either by arms 
control or by a buildup. 

I started this statement by contend
ing that Mr. Kissinger was 80 percent 
right but about 20 percent wrong. 
Why? Where is he wrong? Here's 
where: He is wrong in his contention 
that 10 years in the laboratory would 
atrophy SDI. Even the strongest and 
most thoroughly informed proponents 
of SDI have made a record that shows 
that 10 more years in the laboratory 
would constitute a minimum for SDI 
before this country could wisely start 
deployment. Estimates before the De
fense Appropriations Subcommittee 
indicate that 1997 is a target for SDI 
deployment that very likely cannot be 
met even if the project is fully funded 
which is highly unlikely. Second, Kis
singer is wrong in expecting that 
either the United States or our Euro
pean allies will devote the resources to 
a conventional weapon buildup that 
can match the Soviets in an arms race. 
Mr. Kissinger is even more mistaken if 
he believes that the Soviet Union does 
not know this. They do know it. 
Therefore the Soviets are most unlike
ly to agree to a negotiated convention
al arms agreement that could shove 
the Warsaw Pact conventional forces 
down to the conventional arms level of 
the NATO alliance. So why not a big 
NATO conventional arms buildup? 
Answer. Any U.S. buildup is blocked 
by Gramm-Rudman or some still to 
come variation thereof. Any Western 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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European conventional arms buildup 
is even more firmly estopped by even 
tougher economic constraints and a 
West German democracy's memories 
of the World War II nightmare. 

Does all this mean that the arms 
control outlook is hopeless? No, 
indeed. Mr. Kissinger is absolutely 
right that we should be moderate and 
patient in expecting arms control 
progress. We should recognize that the 
superpowers have made useful arms 
control progress since the dawn of the 
nuclear age. The Limited Test Ban 
Treaty, the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty, SALT II, the Nuclear Non-Pro
liferation Treaty all represent signifi
cant if slow progress in the past 25 
years. We can and should build on 
that progress and on those treaties. 
We should in the future especially em
phasize the importance of strengthen
ing verification of compliance with our 
agreements with the Soviet Union. We 
should far more aggressively use such 
enforcement devices as the Standing 
Consultative Commission. There must 
be a steady, unremitting consultation 
between the office of the President of 
the United States and the Secretary 
General of the Communist Party of 
Russia to settle disputes over treaty 
compliance. The Reagan administra
tion seems on the verge of abolishing 
what is left of the slow and limited but 
promising arms control progress of the 
past to make a great leap forward 
toward a never-never land of no nucle
ar weapons and love and harmony. Mr. 
Kissinger is right that this is a leap 
into unreality. He is right that we 
need modest arms control progress. 
This offers our best hope for peace. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article to which I have 
referred from the November 18, 1986, 
Washington Post, entitled "The Reyk
javik Revolution: Putting Deterrence 
in Question" be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Nov. 18, 1986] 

THE REYKJAVIK REVOLUTION: PUTTING 
DETERRENCE IN QUESTION 

<By Henry Kissinger> 
President Reagan has suggested that the 

sole remaining issue in arms control negoti
ations is when an agreement will be signed. 
This makes it imperative to face the fact 
that the melange of agreements, near-agree
ments and contradictory proposals that 
emerged at the Reykjavik presummit run 
the risk of undermining deterrence and the 
cohesion of the Western alliance. 

There are three components to what can 
properly be called the Reykjavik revolution: 

<a> An agreement to reduce strategic 
forces by 50 percent coupled with a morato
rium for 10 years on deployment of the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. Though the So
viets have asked for more-to confine SDI 
to the laboratory for 10 years-! suspect 
that this issue will be compromised. 

<b> An agreement to withdraw U.S. and 
Soviet missiles of ranges of 1,500 kilometers 

and above from Western Europe and Euro
pean Russia. 

<c> An American proposal to do away with 
all ballistic missiles over a 10-year period, 
countered by a Soviet proposal to do away 
with all strategic forces or, in its even more 
exalted form, with all nuclear weapons. 

Grotesque as this may sound to the 
layman, a 50 percent cut of strategic forces 
would not ease the growing vulnerability of 
land-based missiles. It would increase the 
vulnerability of sea-based forces. And it 
would not diminish the Soviet capacity to 
exterminate American and allied civilian 
populations. The 6,000 warheads remaining 
after a 50 percent cut would be more than 
enough to maintain all existing threats. 

Standing by itself, a 50 percent reduction 
could be counted as a modest symbolic suc
cess. It emphatically would not justify a 
prolonged moratorium on deploying SDI; I 
am convinced that such a delay would atro
phy that program. 

The key issue, however, is not the arcane 
disputes of military experts. It is that the 
Reykjavik edifice puts the entire postwar 
structure of deterrence into question, be
cause it makes it even more doubtful that 
the United States would use nuclear weap
ons in defense of its allies. A 50 percent cut 
coupled with a moratorium on strategic de
fense would accentuate the tendency toward 
mass extermination inherent in current 
strategy. This would increase European 
fears that the United States would not re
spond to Soviet aggression against them 
with nuclear weapons from its own terri
tory. 

And the Reykjavik proposals would elimi
nate altogether the possibility of nuclear re
taliation, either American or European, 
from European soiL They remove American 
medium-range missiles from Europe without 
diminishing significantly the capacity of the 
Soviet Union to attack Europe either with 
the hundreds of shorter-range missiles sta
tioned in Eastern Europe or with interconti
nental missiles based in the Soviet Union. 
And, according to the State Department, 
the proposals require the abandonment by 
France, Britain and China of their national 
missile forces. 

It has been argued-and I agree-that 
changing technology requires a substantial 
buildup of conventional forces in any event. 
But wise statesmanship would take care not 
to leave a vacuum while the transition to a 
greater reliance on a conventional strategy 
is taking place-a process that cannot be 
completed in less than 15 years, assuming it 
takes place at all; defense budgets are under 
pressure in all democracies. It cannot be in 
the interest of the West simultaneously to 
weaken the credibility of the deterrent 
based in the United States and to eliminate 
all means of nuclear retaliation based in 
Europe while there is no nonnuclear force 
at hand or foreseeable to fill the gap. 

No wonder that Soviet leader Mikhail S. 
Gorbachev and Foreign Minister Eduard 
Shevardnadze insist that any future negoti
ations proceed from the Reykjavik basis, 
which would force the West to deal with 
Soviet conventional superiority around its 
periphery only by threatening or using the 
very nuclear weapons it has stigmatized by 
its arms control policies. Such a state of af
fairs tempts Soviet adventurism. 

German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, French 
President Francois Mitterrand and British 
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher have 
gone further in expressing their disquiet 
than I would have thought possible in the 
light of the domestic pressures on them. Did 

the U.S. negotiators understand that they 
were maneuvering allies into a position 
where their need to hold on to nuclear mis
siles could be represented as an obstacle to 
agreement? Or that the U.S. position on nu
clear weapons at Reykjavik was so close to 
that of the British Labor Party that it could 
deprive the Conservatives of a potential 
issue as the British elections approach? To 
be sure, the United States should not inter
vene in allied domestic politics. But neither 
should it weaken the Atlanticists in Europe 
in their often desperate struggle against a 
course perilously close to neutralism. 

To some extent the European allies have 
invited this highhanded American behavior 
by their tendency to take a free ride on 
American efforts. But I cannot believe that 
the best way to bring about a reassessment 
of NATO strategy is through negotiations 
at the summit with the Soviet Union about 
which allies are neither notified nor con
sulted yet which go to the very heart of 
their own security system. 

While strategy stagnates, political con
flicts are neglected. The preoccupation in 
East-West diplomacy with arms control 
overwhelms political issues such as Afghani
stan, the Middle East or Central America. 
Such political negotiations as take place 
turn into ritualistic repetitions of standard 
positions. There is a considerable risk that 
over the next decade some conflict or other 
will slide out of control in a strategic envi
ronment made increasingly intractable by 
arms control diplomacy. 

The United States in fact is likely to wind 
up in the worst of all worlds. Domestically 
the reiteration of the Reykjavik formulas 
will strengthen those who seek to emascu
late SDI in the mistaken belief that so 
doing would speed arms control. It will, un
intentionally, to be sure, strengthen neu
tralists and unilateral disarmers around the 
world. 

How did the United States get into this 
position? Perhaps the fundamental reason 
is the absence of a system for setting long
range goals. American negotiating positions 
generally reflect an uneasy compromise 
among idealists, skeptics and technicians. 
The internal struggle absorbs more energy 
and thought than the elaboration of nation
al strategy. 

In the Brezhnev era the United States and 
its allies were often rescued from incoher
ence by the inflexibility of an aged Soviet 
leadership and the wariness of Andrei Gro
myko, who suspected a deep design behind 
every tenuous bureaucratic compromise. 
But Gorbachev, perhaps tutored by Anatoly 
Dobrynin, is more subtle. At Reykjavik the 
Soviets suddenly embraced American 
schemes, such as the proposal to eliminate 
all American and Soviet medium-range mis
siles from Europe, and thereby made U.S. 
internal contradictions startingly evident. 

And the imminence of negotiations causes 
the American bureaucratic process to gener
ate spontaneous inconsistencies. The new 
justification for SDI, first advanced publicly 
at Reykjavik, is a good example. What had 
previously been advocated as a program to 
protect the civilian population against mis
sile attack emerged at Reykjavik as a hedge 
against Soviet cheating after all ballistic 
missiles are eliminated. But if the United 
States can do without strategic defense in 
the 10 years when, under the American 
scheme, ballistic missiles are retained, why 
is it necessary to acquire a missile defense 
after ballistic missiles are eliminated? At 
that point a defense against airplanes would 
make much more sense. In any event, Con-
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gress is unlikely to spend billions for an 
anti-missile defense in a non-ballistic missile 
world. 

The disputes within the bureaucracy 
mirror the disagreements of the body poli
tic. For the moment the domestic stalemate 
has produced an eerie silence about Reykja
vik. Conservatives are silent because, while 
uneasy about American proposals, they are 
reassured by the apparent diplomatic dead
lock. Liberals are silent because, while 
uneasy about the deadlock, they do not 
want to be caught off guard by a sudden 
breakthrough. In this vacuum the bureauc
racy pushes forward the only available pro
gram, which happens to be the unfortunate 
Reykjavik formula. 

It will be painful to alter course, especially 
when a superficial success and accolades 
seem so near. But America's leaders must 
remember that their work will last longer in 
history than in headlines. 

To devise more promising approaches the 
National Security machinery must be put in 
a position to raise its sights. It must stop 
acting primarily as the arbitrator between 
extreme positions developed for purposes of 
bureaucratic compromise. Moreover, the 
present negotiating method leaves too big a 
gap between the numbers crunchers at 
Geneva and the secretary of state or the 
president. Experience teaches that the 
Geneva forum tends to be submerged in 
detail and summits oscillate between atmos
pherics and imprecision. There can be no 
real progress by endlessly modifying num
bers. It is necessary to begin with a vision of 
a more secure world and develop negotiating 
positions and strategies in relation to it. 

The strangest aspect of the current situa
tion is that by a rational analysis, and 
indeed by an analysis of their body lan
guage, both sides want an agreement. But 
they are so preoccupied with tactical ma
neuvering that they pass each other like 
ships in the night. The U.S. position drowns 
in technical complexity; the Soviets seem 
obsessed with their new-found skill at public 
relations. The most desirable moratorium 
would be on public diplomacy. Both sides 
should negotiate quietly about what they 
are trying to achieve before returning to the 
numbers game. 

This will surely require a lowering of 
stated objectives. Perhaps the best solution 
is to aim for an interim agreement; a modest 
reduction of strategic forces, a limitation on 
warheads each missile can carry and an ex
tension of the time period for abrogation of 
the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty from six 
months to two years. Intermediate-range 
forces should be reduced by the same per
centage as strategic forces but, in order to 
maintain the psychological link to Europe, 
not to zero. Immediate efforts must be un
dertaken to improve the conventional mili
tary balance in Europe, either by arms con
trol measures or by a buildup. Indeed Rey
kjavik will prove a blessing if it shocks the 
alliance into overcoming the evasions of 
recent decades and developing a coherent 
military and arms control strategy. 

The key role will be the president's. He 
has an important choice to make: he can try 
to abolish nuclear weapons at one fell swoop 
or he can be the president to inaugurate a 
new approach that will ultimately make the 
world a safer place. He is now leaning 
toward the first approach, which is impossi
ble, is demoralizing to the allies and would 
relegate him to arbitrator of technical dis
putes. 

The second course is still open to him. I 
continue to believe that the Soviets attach 

extraordinary importance to concluding an 
agreement with the most popular and most 
conservative president of his era. There is 
still time to interrupt the compulsive mo
mentum, to reassess and to proceed to what 
can be a lasting service to the cause of 
peace. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
reserve the remainder of the time of 
the majority leader for his use later in 
the day. 

I yield the floor. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the standing order, the 
Republican leader is recognized. 

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE 
APRIL 23, 1789: PROTOCOL FOR PRESENTING A 

BILL 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, visitors in 
the galleries, and those watching con
gressional proceedings on television, 
often express curiosity over the formal 
behavior of the Senate and House 
clerks who formally present the bills 
and messages from the other Cham
ber. From time to time even some of 
the clerks who have performed this 
function have wondered why they 
were required to bow entering and 
leaving the Chamber. The fact is that 
the protocol for presenting a bill was 
set during the first Congress. One 
hundred and ninety-eight years ago 
today, on April 23, 1789, the Senate 
approved a committee report estab
lishing the following procedures: 

When a Senate bill was sent to the 
House of Representatives it would be 
carried by the Secretary of the Senate, 
who was instructed to "make one obei
sance" -that is, to bow-to the chair 
when entering the House Chamber, 
bow again when delivering it at the 
front desk, and bow again when leav
ing the Chamber. 

The Senate then provided that when 
the House sent bills to the Senate, 
they should be carried by two mem
bers of the House, who would similarly 
bow to the President of the Senate. Of 
course, the House would hear nothing 
of such inequality, and instead as
signed the clerk of the House to carry 
messages to the Senate. 

Today, bill clerks representing the 
Secretary of the Senate, and clerk of 
the House, perform this ritual in the 
manner prescribed by the first Con
gress. The only alteration has been to 
eliminate the middle bow, when the 
papers are presented at the front desk. 
Otherwise, the courtly manners of the 
18th century still survive and flourish 
in the 20th century Senate. 

SENATE SECURITY 
A DISASTER WAITING TO HAPPEN 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we are 
still digging out and hearings are 

going on and we are still questioning 
about the security fiasco in Moscow. 
Senator RoTH and I introduced a 
tough counterespionage bill. Other 
Senators have their own ideas and, I 
expect, will have their own bills. Ulti
mately, I think the Senate will pass 
some new legislation this session. 

But good security has to start at 
home. And we have a big job to do 
right here in the Senate. In fact, secu
rity on Capitol Hill can be summed up 
this way: It is a disaster, waiting to 
happen. 

DOLE STUDY OF SECURITY IN SENATE 

During the last Congress-as the 
questions of spies, "bugs" and leaks 
began to pop up-it was clear to me 
that we better take some time to be 
sure we were not part of the problem. 

As majority leader, I asked the ap
propriate committees of the Senate
Rules, Governmental Affairs, Intelli
gence-to take a very, very careful 
look at our own security situation; to 
find out if we had any problems; and 
to make recommendations on what 
needed to be done. 

The report that resulted from that 
initiative made pretty scary reading! 

We found out that hundreds and 
hundreds of people are walking 
around Capitol Hill with security 
clearances and access to sensitive in
formation. And no one-no single 
office, or official-has a record of who 
they are. 

We found out that each Senate 
office has its own unique way of han
dling classified information. And all 
too often, that unique way was no set 
way at all. We uncovered many reports 
of classified documents lying out on 
desks; in the hands of uncleared 
people; stuck away in unlocked file 
cabinets. 

We found out, at the bottom line, 
that no single individual in the Senate 
had comprehensive responsibility for 
security; In other words, no one was in 
charge. 

The Senate's security system could 
not be called ineffective-because we 
did not have a security system. At 
least, not one that was comprehensive, 
coherent and up to the challenge of 
20th century espionage technology. 

99TH CONGRESS LAID THE GROUNDWORK 

In the last months of the 99th Con
gress, and with the cooperation of the 
distinguished then minority leader, 
now majority leader, Senator BYRD, we 
made a good start at putting the Sen
ate's house in order. In the offices 
under my control, we drastically re
duced our holdings of classified mate
rial. I ordered some long-overdue tech
nical studies, to find out what had to 
be done to keep us safe from electronic 
eavesdropping and "bugging;" and we 
got to work on the needed changes. 

Most important, we sat down and 
laid out a plan to give the Senate the 
kind of security system-covering per-
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sonnal, facilities, everything-that was 
sorely needed. 

Now, quite frankly, the 100th Con
gress has not moved forward very far 
from where we were last year. And I 
have discussed this in a letter I sent to 
Senator BYRD, and our staffs have dis
cussed it. We believe, in a bipartisan 
way, as we started last year, we can 
continue to make progress on this 
front. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
letter to the majority leader be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, April13, 1987. 

Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR BoB: As you will recall, as Majority 

Leader in the 99th Congress, I asked three 
Senate committees-Rules, Governmental 
Affairs and Intelligence-to do a study of 
Senate procedures for handling classified in
formation. 

The study was an eye-opener. Its bottom 
line conclusion was that there was no com
prehensive, effective security system in the 
Senate for the handling and storage of clas
sified information; no good handle on which 
Senate staff had clearances and access to 
classified information; and no central au
thority in charge of the security of classi
fied information in the Senate. 

Jointly, we began the process of working 
out legislation to address the problem. Un
fortunately, the 99th Congress ended before 
we were able to enact the needed legislation. 

Recent events demonstrate again how im
portant maintaining the security of classi
fied information is to our country. For that 
reason, I propose that we undertake a new 
initiative, along the lines of last year's, to 
enact legislation putting into place a com
prehensive, effective system for control of 
classified information in the Senate. I be
lieve our staffs should aim to have legisla
tion ready to introduce no later than April 
24, the first full week after our return from 
recess. 

I look forward to hearing from you, and 
working with you, on this nonpartisan 
matter at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 
BoB DoLE, 

U.S. Senate. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I hope to
gether we can put together legislation 
to set up a "Senate Office of Securi
ty" -the Senate equivalent of the kind 
of centralized authority the "Dole
Roth" bill calls for in the State De
partment. 

And that office will be headed up by 
a strong, experienced security "pro"
with the powers and the political back
ing he needs from the Senate, to do 
the job that has to be done. 

FUNCTIONS OF SENATE SECURITY OFFICE 
The office will have three main 

functions: First, it will put the de
tailed, final touches on a security plan 
along the lines that we recommended 
last Congress. That plan will be man
datory on every Senate office, every 
Senate employee, every Senator_ 

Second, the office will be given the 
mandate, and the instruction, to in
spect every Senate office very thor
oughly; find out who is doing things 
right, and who is not_ And every office 
will have to be certified, as having in 
place the kind of system for handling 
classified information that meets the 
security needs of 1987. 

And, finally, that office will have the 
final say on who really needs access to 
classified information, and who does 
not. The requirement is that we have 
an authoritative, complete list of all 
cleared personnel; and can insure that 
only people whose names are on that 
list ever see any classified information 
in the Senate. 

ONLY THE FIRST STEP 
Now, again, passing this bill is not 

the whole answer. In my view, at least, 
other reforms are also necessary. For 
example, I believe we should consoli
date the two congressional intelligence 
committees into a single, streamlined 
body. 

But the real key is to recognize the 
problem and get to work. The Soviets 
are not resting on their laurels-even 
though, sadly, they've got plenty of 
laurels to rest on. 

And they are not picky about their 
targets: They will go after the Senate, 
or the House, just as they go after the 
Embassy in Moscow; the consulate in 
Leningrad; and every other vulnerable 
American target, here in Washington, 
or anywhere else in the world. 

The watchword is: Be alert. Or be 
sorry! I want to make sure the Senate 
is alert. 

Mr. President, I think this is rather 
timely, because I note that there are 
hearings being held in the House and I 
am certain there will be hearings in 
the Senate. Members of the House and 
Senate will be calling witnesses from 
the State Department and other gov
ernmental agencies and there will be a 
lot of criticism, as there probably 
should be. 

But I just hope in the process that 
we do not overlook the reality of the 
problems under the Capitol dome. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, let 

me just say to my good friend, the mi
nority leader, that he is 100 percent 
right. It is about time somebody spoke 
out on this. This has bothered this 
Senator for many, many years. I am 
delighted that we are taking some real 
steps to do something about it. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CRANSTON addressed the 

Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT protem

pore. The Senator from California. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I may 
proceed for 4 minutes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield for an observa
tion, the majority leader asked me to 
be sure that we went directly on the 

bill after the leaders' time had ex
pired. However, I am sure that he 
would, under these circumstances, 
agree that the Senator from Califor
nia should be allowed to speak. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there is no objection, the Sen
ator from California is recognized. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I appreciate this 
opportunity. 

THE UNITED STATES-SOVIET 
NUCLEAR TALKS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
want to register a dissent from some of 
the "yes, but" protestations that have 
been voiced in recent days in and out 
of Government over the prospect of a 
United States-Soviet agreement to 
eliminate, or at least drastically 
reduce, the number of medium- and 
shorter-range nuclear missiles. 

No one can quarrel with sentiments 
expressed on both sides of the aisle 
that we should approach nuclear arms 
talks with the Soviets with "cautious 
optimism," that we not go "racing" 
into "cosmetically attractive" agree
ments that might in actuality prove 
detrimental to our national security or 
to the security of our allies. 

No reasonable person advocates that 
we make rash decisions or take precipi
tous action on so important a matter. 

Steps toward the mutual elimination 
of nuclear weapons-whatever their 
range and wherever their location
must be taken with due deliberation 
and with careful forethought. 

If there is some fatal flaw in an 
agreement the Reagan administration 
concludes with the Soviet Union, then 
the Senate of course should reject it. 

But it is unlikely that the Reagan 
administration, for all of its other 
weaknesses, will accept a fatally 
flawed treaty. I for one do not expect 
that to happen. 

Therefore, subject to inspecting the 
fine print, I expect to support the 
treaty if one is submitted for Senate 
approval. 

More than that, I expect to go all 
out in helping mobilize support for the 
treaty. 

Frankly, I do not anticipate that the 
treaty will constitute a major arms 
control breakthrough that will drasti
cally reduce the danger of nuclear 
war. 

But it will be a beginning. And it ap
pears clear that some small steps need 
to be taken before bigger steps can be 
tried. 

The precedent of an arms reduction 
agreement with the Soviet Union that 
is mutually advantageous and fully 
verifiable, negotiated by a conservative 
Republican administration and con
sented to by a Democratic Senate, will 
enhance the prospects for future, 
more meaningful bipartisan moves 
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toward peace and away from the nu
clear brink. 

We must not permit a deadly cycle 
to develop where Republicans oppose 
democratic arms agreements and 
democrats oppose Republican agree
ments. 

We also must halt the deadly cycle 
of the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
repeatedly flip-flopping positions. Ex
amples: 

At one time we offered a mutual 
halt to bomb testing; the Soviets re
jected it. Now they propose it, and we 
reject it. 

At one time the Soviets favored de
fensive missile systems; we did not. 
Now we do, they do not. 

Recently we offered the zero-option; 
they opposed it. Now they offer it, and 
we are hesitant. 

I say let us both agree on a small, 
good treaty now and go on from there. 

Like a poker player, Gorbachev may 
be calling us to see if we are bluffing 
about wanting nuclear arms control. 
We should do the same to him. 

If either of us is bluffing, it will soon 
become obvious. If, on the other hand, 
we both are sincere, the world at very 
long last may be on the way to a true 
peace rather than a temporary, tenu
ous cease fire. 

Unless we end the nuclear arms race, 
a nuclear holocaust is bound to 
happen-bound to happen-sooner or 
later. 

There is a limit to how far we and 
the Soviets can push our luck. 

An international poker game ap
pears to be going on, and I say it is 
time for a change: We need a nuclear 
new deal. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I may 
speak for 1 minute. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I rise to commend 
my good friend, the assistant majority 
leader, for the very excellent state
ment which he made. He is so right. 
We must not simply oppose a measure 
because it is a Republican measure, 
and I am sure the Republicans should 
not oppose it simply because it is a 
Democratic measure. We should find 
some way of being able to work to
gether with the Soviet Union so we do 
not propose something, and they 
object to it, then they propose the 
same thing which we oppose and we 
object to. Obviously that is exactly 
what happened. 

Nobody has spelled it out more 
clearly than my friend from Califor
nia. I think it is a fine contribution. I 
hope we will learn a lesson from it. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from Wisconsin very, 
very much. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order for not to exceed 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

MEETING WITH FOREIGN 
MINISTER ABE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, yesterday 
I met with former Japanese Foreign 
Minister Shintaro Abe. He has come to 
Washington this week as Prime Minis
ter Nakasone's special envoy in ad
vance of the Prime Minister's visit 
here next week. We had what is 
known in diplomatic circles as a frank 
discussion. I told him that the time for 
promises is past and the time for ac
tions has come. 

Yesterday, I also joined Senators, 
DOLE, BENTSEN, and DANFORTH in send
ing a letter to Prime Minister Naka
sone which was handed to Mr. Abe. 
That letter covers much of the same 
ground as my meeting with Mr. Abe. 

Mr. Abe and I discussed several spe
cific issues as well as the general rela
tionship between our two countries. I 
emphasized that I respect Mr. Naka
sone for the leadership and courage 
that he has shown and will need in the 
future. It will not be easy to transform 
the Japanese economy to become more 
open to imports. He responded that we 
needed to get our deficits down. I re
minded him that the United States 
bears a heavy defense burden for 
other nations in the free world includ
ing his nation, and that if we spent 
only 1 percent of our gross national 
product on defense, as does Japan, we 
would have no deficit problem. 

We also discussed the problems of 
Kansai Airport, supercomputers, fight
er aircraft, and semiconductors. While 
I recognized that Mr. Abe might not 
be able to give complete substantive 
answers yesterday-and I did not 
expect him to-I expressed the hope 
that Japanese answers in the future 
would be more satisfactory than were 
those that were given yesterday. 

On the issues of Kansai Airport and 
supercomputers, Mr. Abe suggested 
that there would be improvements in 
Japanese procedures for bidding but 
he gave no guarantees or improved re
sults. And in the final analysis our 
judgment has to be based on how 
these promises translate into increased 
imports from the United States into 
Japan, and decreasing exports from 
Japan into the United States and 
other countries of the world. So his re
sponse was not even a commitment to 
procedural changes when it came to 
supplying electronic equipment for 
Kansai Airport, purchasing fighter air
craft and opening Japanese markets to 
semiconductors. I asked about access 

to the Japanese services trade market, 
which will grow substantially in the 
future and become increasingly impor
tant to the United States. The lack of 
access to the services trade market is 
currently illustrated by the exclusion 
of U.S. firms from bidding on con
tracts which will be let on the mam
moth Kansai Airport project. When I 
raised this issue with Mr. Abe his 
reply was partial and equivocal. He 
said that U.S. access would be limited 
only to construction of the airport 
buildings, he did not say precisely it 
would be limited to that. But my un
derstanding of his answer was that 
U.S. access would be limited only to 
the construction of the airport run
ways and aprons, and only by way of 
joint ventures with Japanese firms. 

So United States firms cannot win a 
contract alone, without sharing it with 
a Japanese firm, and cannot even bid 
on the substantial electronics package 
involved in a major airport, or the var
ious services such as restaurants, 
shops, and so forth. This is not what I 
think could reasonably be called 
''openness.'' 

Mr. Abe did not even make a proce
dural commitment when it came to 
fighter aircraft and semiconductors. 
The aircraft decision, according to Mr. 
Abe, has not been made, and he could 
not say when it would be made. On 
the question of violating the semicon
ductor agreement, he simply asserted 
that the Japanese were complying 
with it. That assertion, Mr. President, 
strains a reasonable mind. The Japa
nese definition of an open market may 
not compare with our own definition. 
Nevertheless, the importation of semi
conductors into the Japanese market 
has been restrained, and the Japanese 
have been dumping, below cost, in the 
Third World. While denying violation 
of the semiconductor agreement, Mr. 
Abe said it was extremely difficult to 
control other sovereign nations, but 
Japan is doing what it can. But, this is 
a part of a solemn agreement, which 
must be abided by. 

How can we trust that other agree
ments will be adhered to if this viola
tion of an agreement is to be an exam
ple? 

In fact, Mr. President, the retaliato
ry actions by the administration were 
exceedingly mild. The products sub
ject to retaliation amount to about 1 
day's worth of imports from Japan
less than one-half of 1 percent of Jap
anese sales in the United States. 

Mr. Abe urged to me to try to pre
vent legislation that might lead to 
sanctions or retaliation. I said to him 
that many Members in Congress share 
my view that we need a level playing 
field in the Japanese market. In terms 
of official tariffs and quotas, the Japa
nese market may look open. But the 
actual operation of the Japanese econ
omy is very protectionist. 
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Year after year, we have been told 

that new commitments by Japan 
would make the situation better. Yet, 
year after year, the trade deficit has 
deteriorated even further. It has 
reached a point where we must see re
sults. Our people are demanding more 
than promises. I for one am not will
ing to lean on promises any longer. We 
have had them up to our ears. Prom
ises unfulfilled are worse than prom
ises that were never made. My West 
Virginia coal miners cannot live on 
promises. 

As we noted in the joint letter, 
Prime Minister Nakasone appointed 
an advisory group on economic struc
tural adjustment for international 
harmony, the Maekawa Commission. 
In its report early last year, that com
mission emphasized the need for his
torical transformations in Japan's tra
ditional policies on economic manage
ment. In particular, it recommended 
active efforts to expand import promo
tion policies. Unfortunately, we are 
still waiting 1 year later to see such 
active efforts on a broad front. 

Japanese efforts to open their 
market to American goods is best char
acterized by an old Japanese legisla
tive tradition known as "Ox Walk"-it 
is tediously slow, painstakingly mad
dening, more expeditious action is nec
essary. 

I hope that our frank exchange of 
views yesterday will help to resolve a 
very serious problem that exists be
tween two allies. Certainly, it is in the 
best interest of each country to do 
that as quickly as possible. I look for
ward to the coming visit of Prime Min
ister Nakasone next week particularly 
in light of reports that he will be un
veiling a program to lend debtor na
tions in Latin America moneys accu
mulated in trade surpluses from other 
nations. This appears to be a construc
tive step and indicates movement in 
Japan-United States cooperation in 
coping with international economic 
problems. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the joint letter to Prime 
Minister Nakasone be entered into the 
REcORD, and also that a story which 
appeared in yesterday's Washington 
Post with the headline "Opposition's 
'Ox Walk' Delays Nakasone tax bill" 
be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

u.s. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, April 22, 1987. 

Hon. YASUHIRO NAKASONE, 
Office of the Prime Minister, Nagata-Cho, 

Chiyoda-Ku, Japan 
DEAR MR. PRIME MINISTER: In anticipation 

of your forthcoming visit to the United 
States, we would like to highlight, in ad
vance, several areas of concern to us and our 
colleagues on the current stage of the rela
tionship between our two nations. In par
ticular, we will be focusing our attention on 
trade, as well as national security matters. 

Recent events have highlighted the fact 
that tensions involved in our overall rela
tionship stem in large part from the massive 
imbalance in our trading relationship. We 
believe that it is best to confront the under
lying problems as vigorously as possible 
now, rather than attempting to smooth 
them over with rhetoric and political pos
turing. We wish to avoid misunderstandings 
and misperceptions, and to reduce to a mini
mum the resentments which public opinion 
pools in both our nations indicate have de
veloped. In order for this to occur, it is criti
cal that immediate and effective steps be 
taken to reduce our overall trade imbalance, 
but also that the explanation for the specif
ic steps be made clearly, thoroughly, andre
peatedly. As well, it may be necessary that 
new mechanisms for dialogue, involving 
both the public and private sector, could 
profitably be developed to help resolve cur
rent issues and forestall confrontations in 
the future. More importantly, as allies and 
friends, it should be possible to chart a 
course for future world economic expansion 
on a cooperative, not adversarial basis. It 
seems important to us to head off and re
solve problems before they reach the stage 
where the pressures for retaliatory or other 
punitive measures become irresistible. 

The actions taken by the President this 
past Friday, Aprill7, 1987, as a result of dis
appointing Japanese performance in com
plying with our bilateral semiconductor 
agreement, have broad support in the Con
gress. Indeed, as you know, both Houses 
passed by overwhelming votes, resolutions 
asking for such action. Even so, we believe 
the specific steps announced by the Presi
dent were very mild in their economic 
impact, and we regard those steps as primar
ily symbolic in nature. Removing those 
steps would not be acceptable to us, nor to a 
large majority of our colleagues until the 
practices which led to their imposition have 
been demonstrably corrected. 

This latest action underlies two specific 
standards which we believe require our con
stant attention: fairness and results. It is ab
solutely essential that existing trade agree
ments be enforced in such a way that tangi
ble results accrue, rather than nominal com
mitments. The entire range of bilateral 
trade agreements should be reviewed, and it 
may well be productive to discuss the ques
tion of compliance with those arrange
ments, as well as the need for additional 
agreements in the near future. 

Fairness, in our opinion, is best imple
mented through the promotion, across the 
entire range of product and service indus
tries, of market access to American exports 
that are competitive in quality and price 
terms. If such had been the case with regard 
to semiconductors in the 1970's, current 
damage-control activities would, of course, 
be unnecessary. Therefore, competitive 
American exports, such as supercomputers, 
telecommunications equipment and services, 
fighter aircraft, agricultural products, coal, 
and a wide range of other goods and services 
must gain access to the Japanese market 
today if we are to avoid further explosive 
trade problems. There is a growing feeling 
that there is both conscious resistance to 
such market openings <reflected in recent 
news stories on barriers to your importation 
of our supercomputers), as well as broad 
range of practices in Japanese society work
ing against market openings. Some may con
clude that it may be impossible, even if re
sponsible government officials in Japan 
desire it, to accomplish much progress in 
the opening of the Japanese market. Evi-

dence to the contrary is necessary to combat 
this perception, or it is likely that additional 
efforts will be attempted to close off the 
American market to Japanese goods. 

For the last several years, the U.S. has 
acted as the locomotive for world economic 
growth by rapidly expanding its imports. 
With the depreciation of the dollar, this sit
uation is changing and current surplus 
countries, including Japan, must assume a 
larger and more responsible role in promot
ing world trade and economic growth by a 
sustained program to accelerate imports. 
For that reason, we have been greatly im
pressed with the initiative you took in creat
ing the Advisory Group on Economic Struc
tural Adjustment for International Harmo
ny. We believe that the overall theme of the 
need for "historical transformations" in 
Japan's "traditional policies on economic 
management", including sustained "active 
efforts" to "expand import promotion poli
cies" are laudable and courageous. We are, 
however, somewhat disappointed with the 
progress which has been made to date in im
plementing into government policies the 
crucial recommendations of this blue-ribbon 
commission. 

Two additional specific areas, illustrated 
by important projects currently susceptible 
to near-term decision-making by your gov
ernment, are worthy of discussion at this 
time. First, practices in international serv
ices trade are now being defined and devel
oped, but are an area of fast growing inter
national importance, particularly to the 
U.S. A vigorous attempt to promote open 
competition in services would be a very im
portant indication of good faith. Therefore, 
Japanese policy permitting fair and open 
bidding for construction contracts on the 
Kansai airport project assumes far greater 
weight than the particular value of those 
contracts themselves. Therefore, if your 
government were to restrain fair competi
tion for those services contracts, it would be 
a discouraging signal. 

Second, it has been apparent that Japan 
needs and desires a new generation fighter 
aircraft. It is clear that our security rela
tionship is one of the brightest portions of 
our overall relationship, and we believe that 
cooperation should be nurtured further. 
Clearly, very substantial economic benefits 
would accrue to both our nations if that 
fighter aircraft were to be purchased from 
the United States. Not only would Japan ex
perience substantial savings, but other 
major positive factors such as interoperabil
ity and long-term cooperation on defense 
matters will be greatly enhanced. The deci
sion to purchase your new aircraft from the 
U.S. would be taken, in particular, as a sign 
of good will by Japan and as a tangible 
guarantor of a continuation of our close se
curity relationship. Given the many mutual 
benefits of such a development, we urge an 
early favorable decision along these lines by 
your government. 

We understand that you may be bringing 
with you some initiatives intended to relieve 
the overall problems which confront our re
lationship. Any new initiatives are, of 
course, very welcome. We believe that you 
have personally played a very positive force 
in attempting to identify ways to relieve the 
problems associated with Japanese-Ameri
can relations, and believe that mutually re
inforcing good faith efforts can result in 
tangible progress. We are also quite aware 
that there is an acute need to improve 
American competitive performance across a 
range of industries, and we are open to any 
constructive criticisms which emphasize the 
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key standards of a "level playing field" in 
our economic relationships. We look for
ward to discussing these matters with you in 
further detail next week in Washington. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT C. BYRD. 
LLOYD BENTSEN. 
BoB DoLE. 
JOHN C. DANFORTH. 

OPPOSITION'S 'OX WALK' DELAYS NAKASONE 
TAX BILL 

<By John Burgess) 
TOKYO, April 22 <Wednesday)-The Japa

nese parliament normally the most dull and 
predictable of institutions, erupted last 
night in shoves and body blocks as the oppo
sition gave its all trying to stop adoption of 
a national sales tax. 

Early this morning, rancor gave way to pa
ralysis. A gyu-ho, or "ox walk," was under 
way, a long-unused delaying tactic in which 
opposition lawmakers somehow took 20 min
utes each to cross about 30 feet of carpet 
and steps to the ballot box. 

The show as so unusual that national tele
vision broke into regular programming to 
broadcast parts of it live. Finally, something 
exciting was happening at the Diet, as par
liament is known. 

The Japanese crave wah <harmony) in 
most parts of their lives, including politics. 
Since coming to office in 1982, Prime Minis
ter Yasuhiro Nakasone has managed to pre
serve it while leading the nation through 
such contentious issues as higher defense 
spending, a bitter trade dispute with the 
United States and a split-up of the huge na
tional railway system. 

But a plan he announced last year to tack 
a 5 percent tax onto many commercial 
transactions has brought wah to the break
ing point and, many people here believe, put 
a limit on how long Nakasone can hang on 
in office. 

Business in the 51-year-old granite build
ing that houses the Diet is normally a study 
in the Japanese penchant for arranging 
things behind the scenes before they are 
brought up for formal action. 

The mechanisms of democracy are there. 
Like the U.S. Congress, the Diet has proce
dures for reconciling differing versions of a 
bill passed by the upper and lower houses. 
However, the last time there was such a dif
ference was in the 1950s. 

The fates of bills are normally decided 
before they reach the Diet. That takes place 
at the nearby headquarters of the Liberal 
Democratic Party, which has been in power 
for all 32 years of its existence. The party 
runs a system of committees and hearings in 
parallel to the Diet's. 

This is not to say that opposition voices 
count for nothing. For the ruling party to 
act alone would be to risk a political crisis 
and public censure for arrogance and abuse 
of democracy. People want wah. 

Since the new year, the opposition parties 
have been betting everything on stopping 
the sales tax. Nakasone says that the nation 
needs it for financial modernization, but 
this support is decreasing, even in his own 
party. 

The opposition's efforts began with boy
cotts of Diet business in January. Though 
the ruling party, known as the LDP, always 
had the votes to proceed alone, it was wary 
of charges of arrogance if it ignored the op
position. It became even more reluctant 
when its own constituents began lining up 
against the tax. 

So it waited and negotiated. The deadline 
for passing the new national budget for the 

year beginning April 1 came and went. So a 
50-day temporary budget was enacted. 

Early this month, Nakasone concluded 
that no more time could be wasted. The im
passe was holding up not only the tax, 
which he swore was going to go through, 
but also consideration of a supplementary 
budget that is supposed to speed up the Jap
anese economy and appease the United 
States in the dispute over trade. 

Last week, they forced the budget 
through the budget committee with a vote 
by show of hands. Opposition members an
grily rushed the chairman's podium, de
manding that the vote be rescinded. The 
LDP people did the same to protect their ac
complishment. 

Tonight, with negotiations for a compro
mise exhausted, the LDP began action on 
the budget on the floor of the lower house. 
The opposition was lying in wait. It had 
shipped in boxes of bananas for its members 
to eat through the all-night session that 
seemed certain. 

"This is the time when we shall see 
whether democracy is in decline," said an 
elated Takako Doi, chairman of the main 
opposition Japan Socialist Party. 

With a doctor and nurse on call, the LDP 
put forward a resolution to limit debate. 
LDP members quickly voted in favor. The 
opposition struck back with an "ox walk," 
its first since May 1977. 

Suddenly the speaker suspended the vote. 
Opposition lawmakers rushed forward, 
forming a noisy human chain around the 
podium. Officials were unable to recover the 
ballots. The vote was thrown out and, at 1 
this morning, the process started all over. 

Yoshiaki Kiuchi of the centrist Clean 
Government Party led the "ox walk" this 
time. It took him 13 minutes to walk about 
20 feet to the foot of steps leading up to the 
speakers' podium, where votes are cast. 

He tried to maintain a dignified noncha
lance, ignoring the many catcalls from LDP 
members: "No smiling!" You can go slower!" 

It took Kiuchi another seven minutes to 
ascend the half dozen or so steps to the 
voting point. When he finally handed is 
green tag signifying a "no' vote to an offi
cial, applause broke out. 

Nakasone was seated in the rear of the 
ornate paneled chamber. He was not watch
ing, however. He was dozing. 

The vote took about three hours. The 
LDP won and the Diet moved on at the 
same pace to another opposition motion. 

FARM DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of the pending business, H.R. 1157. 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 1157) to provide for an acre

age diversion program applicable to produc
ers of the crop of winter wheat harvested in 
1987, and otherwise to extend assistance to 
farmers adversely affected by natural disas
ters in 1986. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

<Mr. FOWLER assumed the chair.) 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 

are now back on the bill, as I under
stand it, which was the subject of 
debate yesterday in the Senate, having 
been reported from the Committee on 

Agriculture in an effort to do some
thing to solve some discrepancies that 
arose when the committee sought to 
assist some who might have been left 
out of the effort to provide disaster as
sistance benefits which were needed 
because of drought and other trage
dies that occurred on farms and in 
rural America during the past year. 

I understand that in the discussion 
of an amendment which is to be before 
the Senate on the subject of the soy
bean marketing loan program ques
tions were asked yesterday about the 
effect of that amendment on existing 
law and the loan rates provided to sup
port soybean production in this coun
try. 

Because this question has been 
raised, I would like to try to explain 
what is sought to be accomplished by 
the amendment that will be offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. BoscHWITZ] which is co
sponsored by several other Senators, 
Republicans and Democrats. 

The text of the amendment is sub
stantially the same as a bill which was 
introduced in the Senate in January of 
this year, S. 308. That bill was intro
duced by this Senator in an effort to 
require the Secretary of Agriculture to 
implement a marketing loan program 
for soybeans. That was the primary 
goal of the legislation, and I think it is 
agreed by cosponsoring Senators of 
this amendment that that is the pri
mary purpose of this amendment, to 
force the Secretary of Agriculture to 
implement a marketing loan program 
for soybeans. 

The reason we feel very strongly 
that that ought to be done is the suc
cess that has been demonstrated in 
the two programs which have a mar
keting loan program in place to assist 
in the marketing of commodities. 
Those two commodities are cotton and 
rice. 

There is no effort being made to 
change existing law with respect to 
the prescribed authority for loan rates 
for soybeans except in one particular 
instance and that is to suspend for 1 
year only the authority of the Secre
tary to reduce the loan rate from the 
prescribed $5.02 by 5 percent. 

I am going to put in the REcORD a 
description of the existing provisions 
as they relate to the loan rate for soy
beans so that the RECORD will be very 
clear on that subject. But in summary, 
let me say that this amendment makes 
no changes in these existing provi
sions. It does not change the author
ized soybean loan rate for any crop 
year including the 1987 crop year. It 
affects the loan rate, however, by sus
pending the Secretary's discretionary 
authority to lower the loan rate up to 
5 percent for 1 crop year only, 1987. I 
think that is the answer to the ques
tion that was raised by the distin
guished Senator from Montana [Mr. 
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MELCHER] during yesterday's discus
sion of the effect of the amendment. 

So I hope this will clarify the intent 
of those of us who are sponsoring the 
amendment. The only thing really 
new in this amendment is the sunflow
er program. The marketing loan pro
gram is not new. It would be new to 
soybeans. But it is not new. It has 
been tried and proven to be effective, 
Mr. President. We are searching for 
ways to do something about the trade 
deficit which reached $170 billion last 
year. We are looking for ways to revi
talize rural America, create new job 
opportunities. If we really wanted to 
do something smart and economically 
feasible, we would support those in
dustries and those economic activities 
with which rural America is already 
acquainted. Rather than create a new 
bureaucracy or some new, innovative, 
and untried program for job creation, 
let us support the farmers. Let us sup
port the businesses which sell to the 
farmers, and we can do it in a more 
cost effective way by making a modest 
investment toward making our agricul
ture sector more competitive in the 
international market. 

That is what we are really bringing 
to the attention of the Senate today in 
this amendment. Let us implement a 
program that will help our soybean in
dustry become more competitive in 
the international marketplace. 

What has happened in the soybean 
industry is that we have seen a reduc
tion of some 15 million acres, an idling 
of 15 million acres of soybean produc
tion, because the soybean farmers and 
exporters cannot sell what is being 
produced in the international market
place. What has happened as a result 
of that idling of acreage and that cut
back is that 15 million new acres have 
been put in production by overseas 
competitors who sell below the U.S. 
loan rate. 

That is the problem that would be 
corrected and addressed in an eco
nomically feasible, sound way if this 
amendment is adopted. So I hope Sen
ators will look carefully at it, Mr. 
President, and weigh the cost against 
the proven record of the program in 
the other commodities where it has 
been implemented. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my statement about the 
effect of the amendment on the soy
bean loan rate be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WHAT DOES THIS AMENDMENT Do TO THE 
SOYBEAN LOAN RATE? 

This amendment does not increase the au
thorized soybean loan rate for any crop 
year. Current law, the Food Security Act of 
1985, Section 801, subsection < 1>. paragraphs 
< l><B > and <1 >< C >. establishes the soybean 
loan rate for respective crop years as fol
lows: 

Paragraph <l><B>-The support price for 
the 1986 and 1987 crops of soybeans shall be 
$5.02 per bushel. 

Paragraph <l><C>-The support price for 
each of the 1988 through 1990 crops of soy
beans shall be established at a level equal to 
75 percent of the simple average price re
ceived by producers for soybeans in the pre
ceding 5 marketing years, excluding the 
year in which the average price was the 
highest and the year in which the average 
price was the lowest in such period, except 
that the level of price support may not be 
reduced by more than 5 percent in any year 
and in no event below $4.50 per bushel. 

This amendment makes no change in 
these provisions, therefore, it does not 
change the authorized soybean loan rate for 
any crop year, including the 1987 crop year. 

This amendment affects the loan rate by 
suspending the Secretary's discretionary au
thority contained in Section 801, subsection 
(1), paragraph (2), the Food Security Act of 
1985, to lower, for market competitive rea
sons, the loan rate up to 5 percent for one 
crop year only-1987. 

WHY IS THIS CHANGE NECESSARY? 

USDA Prospective Planting Report, dated 
March 31, 1987, indicates a significant de
cline in soybean acreage again this year. 
Acres planted could be as low as 56.9 mil
lion, down 7 percent from last year. This 
acreage would be the lowest planted since 
1976 and 14.5 million acres below the 1979 
high of 71.4 million acres. There is some 
concern about shorting domestic supplies to 
processing facilities if this rate of decline 
continues. The total industry, producers 
through all handlers, will be hurt if this 
happens. The certainty this amendment 
would give to what the 1987 crop loan rate 
would be-$5.02-and having that informa
tion this early in the year could influence 
acres planted. 

The marketing loan provision is signifi
cantly more effective in making the indus
try competitive in international markets 
than the Secretary's authority to lower the 
loan rate up to 5 percent. Once the Secre
tary lowers the loan rate 5 percent, there 
still remains a fixed price floor for foreign 
competitors and their governments to price 
under. 

Is this proposal new and one that requires 
hearings to properly understand? 

Of course, the marketing loan may not be 
understood by everyone, but this amend
ment, as it applies to soybeans basically re
quires implementation of existing authority. 
The proposal was debated in 1985 and in
cluded in law. 

The discretionary soybean loan deficiency 
payment provision is part of other commod
ity marketing loan programs. The Secretary 
has exercised his discretion and included 
this provision in the cotton program in 1986 
and again in 1987. 

WHAT IS NEW ABOUT THIS AMENDMENT? 

The sunflower program is new. 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, will 

the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi yield for a question? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank my friend 
for yielding. 

I want to be sure that I understand 
whether the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi agrees with the Sena
tor from Minnesota [Mr. BoscHWITZ] 
when he said the cost of including the 

1987 soybean crop in a marketing loan 
program would be $1 billion. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The understanding 
that I have-if the distinguished Sena
tor will permit me to respond-is that 
the Congressional Budget Office has 
made an analysis of the 4-year cost of 
this amendment and the Soybean Pro
gram, and the assessment of the cost is 
$2.156 billion over that period of time. 
For fiscal year 1987, the cost would be 
$50 million; for fiscal year 1988, $1 bil
lion; for fiscal year 1989, $98 million; 
for fiscal year 1990, $126 million; and 
the cost gets smaller in the out years. 
Beyond that, they estimated that the 
cost will go down to $21 million in 
fiscal year 1992. The cost over a 4-year 
program of the amendment is $1 bil
lion. The $2.15 billion figure is the 
total 4-year cost of the Soybean Pro
gram. 

So I would agree that the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota was 
correct, in that the additional cost of 
the amendment in the Soybean Pro
gram would be $1 billion over 4 years. 

Mr. MELCHER. If the Senator from 
Mississippi will further enlighten me, 
is there a cost figure just for the 1987 
crop? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
have a figure of $50 million for the 
fiscal year 1987 crop. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. President, there is a little bit of 
confusion on this cost. Fifty million 
dollars for 1 year for the 1987 crop, 
out of an additional cost of $1 billion 
for 4 years, seems like a rather modest 
amount. The problem seems to hinge 
on that, I believe. 

I suspect that the Department of 
Agriculture might have a different 
figure-! am not sure-but the key 
paragraph in the letter dated April 22, 
signed by Deputy Secretary Peter 
Myers, in regard to soybeans, reads as 
follows: 

The Department is opposed to a market
ing loan for soybeans. Enactment of a soy
bean marketing loan for the 1987 crop at 
this time will result in reduced demand for 
the remaining 1986 U.S. soybean crop. For
eign buyers of U.S. soybeans and soybean 
products will purchase only hand to mouth 
until the lower priced 1987 crop becomes 
available. The South American crop will be 
sold in export markets as quickly as possible 
to avoid lower prices in the fall of 1987. 
There will be an immediate negative price 
impact which will result in increased 1986 
crop CCC loan forfeitures and budget out
lays. This will also result in a huge cost to 
the soybean program with little export im
provement from increased price competi
tiveness with South American countries 
until May-June 1988 due to the South 
American Soybean Production cycle. The 
funding of this marketing loan through a 
one time sale of assets is budget gimmickry. 
What assets can be sold next year to fund 
the program? The General Accounting 
Office has severely criticized the use of 
asset sales to reduce outlays. 
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Mr. President, that is a rather damn

ing statement by the administration 
on this proposed amendment. I sus
pect that part of the reason for it is 
based on their conclusion that bring
ing the 1987 crop in now on the mar
keting loan will upset the sale with re
spect to other soybean-producing 
countries. 

However, I think the Senator from 
Minnesota and the Senator from Mis
sissippi have accurately portrayed the 
dilemma we are in with soybeans. The 
world price on corn and other feed 
grains is low because we have a huge 
surplus in this country overhanging 
the market that will go on into calen
dar year 1988. That surplus is a con
tinual drag on the market. 

I am quite amazed that the amend
ment is drafted to include the 1987 
crop, because I think it is virtually too 
late, realistically, to feel that soybean 
producers can change their plans, 
whatever they are. This is the latter 
part of April. The bill will not become 
finalized until after a conference com
mittee and it gets to the President and 
he signs it into law, and that likely will 
be sometime in May. 

So, while there may be merit in 
having soybeans on a marketing loan 
program, I am rather shocked, I guess, 
that at this late date we are presented 
with the argument to include the 1987 
crop and make it effective for this 
crop. 

I am going to oppose the amend
ment, but I want to make it clear that, 
as one member of the Senate Agricul
ture Committee, I am very open to the 
presentation of the marketing loan 
concept for soybeans for the 1988 
crop. We will have hearings on that in 
the committee, specially designed to 
hear from the producers and others in 
the business of crushing and market
ing soybeans. I think it might be wise 
to do that. I feel rather at a loss to 
consider the 1987 crop at this late date 
in the planting season. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Vermont, the chairman 
of the committee [Mr. LEAHY]. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I concur 
with what the Senator from Montana 
has said. I understand the concerns of 
those who will propose this amend
ment. 

I ask the Chair: Am I correct that 
there is no amendment now pending 
before the body? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. There is no amend
ment pending. 

Mr. LEAHY. If debate ceased, the 
Chair would then be required to move 
us to third reading. Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
chairman of the committee is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. I mention that, Mr. 
President, only because we have had 
now a fine exercise. Everybody has 
had a chance to speak on the floor, on 

this bill. We have certainly seen the 
efficacy of the Sergeant at Arms in 
bringing Senators to the floor, out of 
other very important meetings, two or 
three times yesterday. I hope that is 
not going to be necessary today. 

It is certainly my intention-every
body has had a chance to discuss 
this-to finish this bill today. I under
stand that we will have a caucus at 
2:30 this afternoon. It would make a 
lot more sense to finish the bill before 
that caucus at 2:30; because if the bill 
drags on too long, I might even suc
cumb to the temptation of an amend
ment here or there. I would hate to be 
the cause of my colleagues still being 
here late tomorrow afternoon, when 
they may have other matters to attend 
to in serving the public interest, such 
as being back in their home States by 
that hour. I suspect that if we do not 
finish before the caucus, we will be on 
this bill tomorrow. 

I will oppose this particular amend
ment, should it actually be brought 
before the Senate. I will oppose it be
cause of the cost of it. I see it as a par
tial rewrite of the 1985 farm bill. I do 
not think it is appropriate on this 
piece of legislation. It certainly would 
guarantee-on the basis of the letter 
received from the Department of Agri
culture-a vote of the bill. Nobody 
gains by that. 

It is not a matter that would allow 
us to get through a conference. In 
fact, should it be there, it might even 
make a conference seem like a wasted 
activity; and I would not want to put 
the conferees on this bill, nor my 
friends in the other body, to an unnec
essary conference, when they all have 
very serious things to do on their 
schedule. 

So, if we are going to go through 
this exercise I will oppose it and would 
urge other Senators to oppose it. 

I would also note, though, that if 
the amendment is going to come up it 
ought to come up because it is fast ap
proaching third reading time; other
wise, as I said, we run the real risk of 
finding us all around here late tomor
row afternoon still discussing this bill 
and knowing that the majority leader 
has a number of other items he still 
wants to bring up once this is over. 

So, I would suspect, to use the time
hallowed parliamentary phrase, it is 
time to fish or cut bait around here, 
and let us do that. 

The distinguished Senator from In
diana and I have tried every which 
way to accommodate Senators who 
have amendments. We have certainly 
spent a great deal of time working 
with Senators on both sides of the 
aisle yesterday, modifying some 
amendments and making them accept
able, and I should also compliment 
those Senators who had amendments. 
I think a number of Senators with 
amendments worked very, very dili
gently here yesterday to put them into 

a compromise form to make them ac
ceptable so that we could take them 
by voice vote. And I would urge similar 
accommodation of us today. 

I yield to the Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished chairman. 
I simply join him again in pointing 

out the situation I think all Members 
should be aware of, and that is that we 
have a piece of legislation with a very 
narrow focus of helping certain vic
tims of disaster. It is a compassionate, 
tightly drafted bill, and the House of 
Representatives has acted to keep it 
narrow. 

Mr. President, the fact is that there 
are a lot of ideas about how agricul
ture might be improved that do not 
relate to the purpose of this bill. 

The marketing loan for soybeans 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi has discussed this morning 
is one of those ideas. It has not been 
explored through hearings, with care
ful research for this particular crop 
year. It would have an immediate 
impact. It would be substantial. 

The same is true for various ideas 
for advancing deficiency payments for 
corn farmers. Other suggestions have 
been made for other crops. All those 
ideas are out there. 

Mr. President, not only are the ideas 
out there, the drafters of the amend
ments are still out there drafting 
them. If Senators have some confusion 
as to what is going on, we are marking 
time because the drafters of the 
amendments are trying to calculate 
whether they are going to be able to 
be successful with their amendments 
in an atmosphere in which the Ameri
can farmer does not want a lot of 
change to the farm bill nor do agricul
tural groups generally. 

Most Senators are aware of a letter 
that was sent on March 17, 1987, 
signed by the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, the American Soybeans 
Association, the National Cattlemen's 
Association, the National Corn Grow
ers' Association, the National Cotton 
Council, the National Pork Producers 
Council, and the U.S. Rice Producers' 
Legislative Group. These groups said 
that they support the implementation 
of the various provisions and authori
ties of the Food Security Act of 1985. 
Reading from the text of the groups' 
statement: 

We recommend that the Food Security 
Act of 1985 not be reopened by the Congress 
as it has only been in place for less than 15 
months and is operating in its first crop 
marketing year. This legislation must be 
given sufficient time to work so that it 
might have its intended impact on the cur
rent U.S. agricultural situation. 

This is written to Senator LEAHY, 
chairman of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, and Congressman DE LA 
GARZA, chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee in the House of Represent
atives. The statement continues: 
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The agricultural organizations and com

modity groups represented here are pre
pared to join with you, in urging other 
members of the United States Congress to 
maintain the farm program provisions of 
the Food Security Act of 1985. We will also 
press the Administration to use to a maxi
mum the authorities available to it under 
the current farm legislation in order that 
American agriculture might become more 
competitive in the export markets, while at 
the same time maintaining farm income. 

We look forward to working with you on 
this important issue. 

The administration has broad lati
tude with regard to implementing 
marketing loans, as far as that is con
cerned, for soybeans and other com
modities. That authorization is in the 
farm bill. 

What American farmers want is 
some degree of certitude as planting 
occurs in this 1987 crop year. 

Senators may want to try to embroi
der the edges of the 1987 programs by 
amending this legislation. But the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, so as not 
to be misunderstood at all-and the 
distinguished chairman read this para
graph of the Department's letter, but 
I repeat it again-

To summarize, there is almost nothing in 
HR 1157 which is desirable to the Depart
ment. Most of the proposed amendments 
are poor policy choices and even worse 
budget choices. If H.R. 1157 is enacted by 
Congress, in its present form with some of 
the proposed amendments, it is likely that 
the Department would recommend that the 
President veto the legislation. 

Among the aspects of the House bill 
that USDA objected to was $135 mil
lion in addition to the $400 million 
payment cap contemplated when the 
disaster program was originally ap
proved in 1986. The Department is 
saying even that might be enough 
reason for the President to veto the 
bill, quite apart from a $1 billion soy
bean marketing loan program in the 
first year and/or a movement of the 
corn deficiency payments up several 
months with a nearly $3 billion impact 
upon the budget. In addition, the De
partment characterizes the proposal to 
pay for the soybean marketing loan by 
selling assets as "gimmickry." 

The Department of Agriculture 
points out that at some point the Gov
ernment will run out of assets to sell. 
It costs a lot of money to implement 
big farm programs. So I ask, should we 
proceed in a floor debate in the Senate 
without appropriate ideas developed 
through full committee review, as to 
what the impact would be upon the 
people who are supposed to be helped? 

Mr. President, at the proper time, if 
the amendment is offered-if the 
drafters ever finish their work-if we 
are still here on the floor debating the 
proposition-! will point out that the 
soybean farmers who are supposed to 
be the beneficiaries of this marketing 
loan program are going to be hurt by 
it. They are going to be badly hurt. 
People who propose this amendment 

better rest with the thought that they 
bear some responsibility for what will 
be a severe impact on the price of soy
beans for farmers, here and now, not 
in the hereafter. 

That is a serious problem. 
I would suggest before Senators ap

proach the floor trying to help the 
soybean farmer or the corn farmer-! 
mention those two because I am a corn 
farmer and I am a soybean farmer
that they weigh carefully the overall 
impact of the changes proposed. I am 
planting both crops on my farm this 
year as I have often done before. I 
know the prices and I know the costs. 
I know the farmers involved with 
those two crops. When Senators come 
on the floor suggesting that the Gov
ernment ought to help me as a soy
bean farmer, I perk up my ears, but 
when they suggest a marketing loan in 
this crop year, that is a disaster. 

So I am going to oppose this amend
ment if it ever arrives. I hope it will 
not arrive. 

The point of this speech, Mr. Presi
dent, is to signal those who are fever
ishly drafting more and more legisla
tion to help me as a soybean farmer, 
to please cease-fire. Let us have one 
year in peace. Let us plant our crops 
because soybean prices have been 
going up, Mr. President, not down. 

I would just point out as a topical 
item that once this bill came on the 
floor of the Senate yesterday morning 
and the rumor went around the com
modities futures markets that this 
marketing loan program for soybeans 
was about to hit, the price of soybean 
futures went down in a hurry. That 
was the reaction of people, and they 
guessed right. Adoption of this pro
gram would depress the price in a 
hurry. 

It is no bargain to simply sell all the 
soybeans we have in the world at such 
depressed prices that we finally find 
the bottom, and then reassure soybean 
farmers that they will not be hurt be
cause they will receive even more 
money under the Price Support Pro
gram at the expense of American tax
payers generally. That is not a very 
successful program, as I see it, Mr. 
President. But that is what the mar
keting loan business is all about. It is a 
fire sale paid for by the rest of the 
taxpayers while those people who are 
soybean farmers, with soybeans in 
storage currently, watch the value of 
their inventories decline very rapidly. 

So, Mr. President, I hope the amend
ment will not arrive. I will support the 
distinguished chairman in blowing the 
whistle whenever he wants to. As far 
as our side is concerned, we have had 
plenty of time to offer amendments. 
Time has been going on and on and 
on. I would suggest, if there is to be a 
caucus of one party or another at 2:30, 
that that might be an appropriate 
time to wind up the debate. I would 

hope there would not be further 
amendments to clutter up the bill. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 

commend the Senator from Indiana 
for his speech. I have some prepared 
notes I was going to present, but they 
pale beside what he has said. He has 
laid out the issue very, very well. He 
has laid out the arguments. I join with 
him and say I hope there will not be 
an amendment. But if there is, I am 
going to strongly oppose it and hope
fully get on and get this piece of legis
lation through, clear our differences 
with the other body, and get it to the 
President. 

So I commend the Senator from In
diana. He has been working very pa
tiently and diligently with Members 
on both sides of the aisle to get 
amendments through. 

Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator from 
Indiana yield? 

Mr. LUGAR. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. CHILES. I understand we do not 

have an amendment pending yet, so 
all of our remarks are sort of prefacing 
an amendment if it were pending. 

If the amendment follows the form 
which has been shown to the Senator 
from Florida, the Senator from Flori
da, in his capacity as chairman of the 
Budget Committee, joined by the 
ranking member, the Senator from 
New Mexico, would pose a point of 
order on the amendment in that it 
does contain new budget authority for 
the year 1988. That budget authority 
has not been cleared in a budget reso
lution. So at some appropriate time, 
that point will be raised. 

Mr. LUGAR. That is reassuring. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota. 
AMENDMENT NO. 161 

<Purpose: To improve the bill) 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, 

the amendment to which my colleague 
from Vermont and my colleague from 
Indiana have alluded will now be of
fered. 

I send the amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HARKIN). The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
WITZ], for himself, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. KARNES, Mr. BOND, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. DANFORTH, and Mr. MCCONNELL, 
proposes an amendment numbered 161. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new sections: 
SOYBEAN PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS 

SEc. 6. (a) Effective for the 1987 through 
1990 crops of soybeans, section 201(i) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1446(i)) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: "The 
paragraph shall not apply to the marketing 
year for the 1987 crop of soybeans."; 

(2) in paragraph (3)-
<A> in subparagraph <A>, by striking out 

"If" and all that follows through "may" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "In the case of each 
of the 1987 through 1990 crops of soybeans, 
the Secretary shall"; and 

(B) in subparagraph <B>. by striking out 
"If" and all that follows through "the Sec
retary shall" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The Secretary shall"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"<7><A> The Secretary may, for each of 
the 1987 through 1990 crops of soybeans, 
make payments available to producers who, 
although eligible to obtain a loan or pur
chase agreement under paragraph ( 1 >. agree 
to forego obtaining such loan or agreement 
in return for such payments. 

"(B) A payment under this paragraph 
shall be computed by multiplying-

"(i) a loan deficiency payment rate equal 
to the difference between-

"(!) the loan payment rate; and 
"(II) the prevailing world market price for 

soybeans as determined by the Secretary; by 
"(ii) the quantity of soybeans the produc

er is eligible to place under the loan. 
"(C) Payments to a producer under this 

paragraph shall be made-
"(i) as soon as possible after the certifica

tion of eligible soybeans has been provided 
by the producer and after the producer 
waives the right to place the soybeans under 
the loan program; and 

"(ii) at the option of the Secretary, in the 
form of in-kind negotiable certificates in 
such manner as the Secretary determines 
appropriate to enable the producer to re
ceive payments in an efficient, equitable, 
and expeditious manner so as to ensure that 
the producer receives the same total return 
as if the payments had been made in cash. 

"(D) Producers shall have the option of 
taking a loan deficiency payment on any 
part of eligible production at any time 
during which a nonrecourse loan could be 
obtained, and on which production such 
payment has not been made, without fore
going such option on the balance of the eli
gible production. 

"(E) To avoid overpayments, the Secre
tary may require an accounting of soybeans 
for which a loan deficiency payment has 
been made before issuing another loan defi
ciency payment to the same producer. 

"(F) The producers of soybeans placed 
under loans that are outstanding on the 
date of enactment of this paragraph may, at 
the option of the Secretary, for a reasonable 
time period established by the Secretary, re
ceive a loan deficiency payment in exchange 
for repaying such loan and interest. 

"(8) If a producer is permitted to repay a 
loan for a crop of soybeans under this sub
section at a level that is less than the full 
amount of the loan, the Secretary shall sup
port the price of cottonseed at such level as 
the Secretary determines will cause cotton-

seed to compete on equal terms with soy
beans on the market.". 

(b) Section 1001(2)(B)(v) of the Food Se
curity Act of 1985 <7 U.S.C. 1308(2)(B)(v)) is 
amended-

( 1) by striking out "or rice" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "rice, or soybeans"; and 

(2) by striking out "or 101A(b)" and in
serting in lieu thereof ", 101A(b), or 
201(i)(7)". 

SUNFLOWER MARKETING LOAN PROGRAM 

SEc. 7. Effective for the 1987 through 1990 
crops of sunflowers, section 201 of the Agri
cultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446) is 
amended-

<1> in the first sentence, by inserting "sun
flowers," after "soybeans,"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(1)(1) The Secretary shall make available 
to producers loans and purchasers for each 
of the 1987 through 1990 crops of sunflow
ers at such level as the Secretary deter
mines will take into account the historical 
oil content of sunflowers and soybeans and 
not result in excessive total stocks of sun
flowers taking into consideration the cost of 
producing of sunflowers, supply and 
demand conditions, and world prices for 
sunflowers, except that such level may not 
be less than 8% cents per pound. 

"(2) If the Secretary reduces the level of 
loans and purchases for a crop of soybeans 
under subsection (i)(2), the Secretary may 
reduce the level of loans and purchases for 
the crop of sunflowers under paragraph ( 1) 
by the amount the Secretary determines is 
necessary to maintain domestic and export 
markets for sunflowers, except that the 
level of loans and purchasers may not be re
duced by more than 5 percent in any year. 
Any reduction in the loan and purchase 
level for sunflowers under this paragraph 
shall not be considered in determining the 
loan and purchase level for sunflowers for 
subsequent years. 

"(3)(A) The Secretary shall permit a pro
ducer to repay a loan made under para
graph < 1 > for a crop at a level that is the 
lesser of-

"(i) the loan level determined for such 
crop; or 

"(ii) the prevailing world market price for 
sunflowers, as determined by the Secretary. 

"<B) The Secretary shall prescribe by reg
ulation-

"(i) a formula to define the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers; and 

"(ii) a mechanism by which the Secretary 
shall announce periodically the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers. 

"(4) For purposes of this subsection, the 
marketing year of sunflowers shall be pre
scribed by the Secretary by regulation. 

"(5)(A) The Secretary shall make a pre
liminary announcement of the level of price 
support for sunflowers for a marketing year 
not earlier than 30 days before the begin
ning of the marketing year. 

"(B) The Secretary shall make a final an
nouncement of such level not later than 30 
days after the beginning of the marketing 
year with respect to which the announce
ment is made. The final level of support 
may not be less than the level of support 
provided for in the preliminary announce
ment. 

"(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary shall not require par
ticipation in any production adjustment 
program for sunflowers or any other com
modity as a condition of eligibility for price 
support for sunflowers.". 

SALE OF AGRICULTURAL NOTES AND OTHER 

OBLIGATIONS 

SEc. 8. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture, 
under such terms as the Secretary may pre
scribe, shall sell notes and other obligations 
held in the Rural Development Insurance 
Fund established under section 309A of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1929a) in such amounts as to 
realize additional net proceeds sufficient to 
offset any additional outlays incurred as the 
result of the amendments made by sections 
6 and 7. 

(b) Consistent with section 309A(e) of 
such Act, any sale of notes of other obliga
tions, as described in subsection (a), shall 
not alter the terms specified in the note or 
other obligation, except that, on sale, a note 
or other obligation shall not be subject to 
section 333(c) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1983(c)). 

<c> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, each institution of the Farm Credit 
System shall be eligible to purchase notes 
and other obligations held in the Rural De
velopment Insurance Fund and to service 
(including the extension of additional credit 
and all other actions necessary to preserve, 
conserve, or protect the institution's inter
est in the purchased notes or other obliga
tions>. collect, and dispose of such notes and 
other obligations, subject only to such 
terms and conditions as may be agreed to by 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the pur
chasing institution and as may be approved 
by the Farm Credit Administration. 

(d) Prior to selling any note or other obli
gation, as described in subsection (a), the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall require per
sons offering to purchase the note or other 
obligation to demonstrate-

(1) an ability or resources to provide such 
servicing, with respect to the loans repre
sented by the note or other obligation, that 
the Secretary determines is necessary to 
ensure the continued performance on the 
loan; and 

(2) the ability to generate capital to pro
vide the borrowers of the loans such addi
tional credit as may be necessary in proper 
servicing of the loans. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
offer this amendment in my behalf 
and also in behalf of Senators CocH
RAN, HEFLIN, PRYOR, KARNES, BOND, 
DURENBERGER, GRASSLEY, BURDICK, 
DANFORTH, and McCONNELL. The 
amendment is the amendment my 
good friend from Indiana said should 
not be offered and it is a marketing 
loan for soybeans. 

The Senator from Indiana said that 
the soybean farmers are going to be 
hurt and hurt badly. He said futures 
prices came down on the market yes
terday because there is talk that this 
amendment will be offered. Indeed, 
they did come down, Mr. President. 
They came down by half a cent, and 
half a cent on a price of $4.50 is not, in 
my judgment, the catastrophe that my 
friend from Indiana foresees. 

The basic economics of agriculture 
do not change, and the basic econom
ics include the coming of a rather 
large crop from South America. That 
will have a greater impact, surely, on 
the price of soybeans than this legisla
tion. 
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Mr. President, this amendment es

tablishes marketing loans for soybeans 
and also for sunflowers. 

As I said in my statement yesterday, 
these two crops are linked, and, there
fore, the amendment must apply to 
both. 

The underlying price support for 
soybeans remains set at 75 percent of 
the 5-year moving market average 
price. However, the authority for the 
Secretary to reduce the price more 
than 5 percent to improve competitive
ness is precluded for the 1987 crop. We 
can expect, then, that the price sup
port for the 1987 crop year will be 
$5.02 a bushel. 

I do not see the distinguished Sena
tor from Montana on the floor, but in 
speaking with him late yesterday 
afternoon about this, I indicated that 
the soybean loan rate might be in the 
middle $4.50's this year. I was mistak
en. Under the 1985 farm bill, the mini
mum price would be $4.77 because, 
under the farm bill, the loan rate 
snaps back and more than 5 percent 
can be applied to it. 

For the crop years 1988 to 1990, the 
Secretary may reduce price support 
prices more than 5 percent to improve 
competitiveness for soybeans under 
the amendment we have offered 
today. What we essentially are doing is 
rolling back price support reductions 2 
years for soybean producers, noting 
that the loan rate on soybeans came 
down very markedly at the time the 
1985 farm bill was passed. 

At the same time, we are making 
soybeans competitive on the world 
market through utilizing a marketing 
loan. 

In 1981, this country grew 70 million 
acres of beans. Again, as I said last 
evening, Mr. President, soybeans are 
the farmers' largest cash crop. 

The 1987 prospective planting report 
indicates that as few as 57 million 
acres may be planted this spring. As 
our acreage has dropped, other pro
ducers, especially those in Argentina 
and Brazil, have taken up the slack. 
The only reason we have been able to 
hold onto any of the world market is 
that Brazil had a poor crop. We are 
proving once again that foreign pro
ducers are more than willing to take 
up the markets that we step away 
from. Without the marketing loan in 
soybeans, we are going to step away 
from the soybean market because of 
the disparity that exists between the 
price of other feed grains and soy
beans at the present time, as I de
scribed last night. 

The marketing loan does not solve 
all of our problems, but it does tell the 
rest of the world that we are no longer 
going to hold the place of soybeans 
and sunflowers above the market 
clearing level. 

If this amendment is adopted, Ar
gentina and Brazil will still be able to 
set the price of beans in the world if 

they so choose, but it will be competi
tive no matter where they go. In order 
to control the cost of the soybean mar
keting loans, the Secretary is given the 
opportunity to offer a payment to pro
ducers who agree to forgo obtaining a 
nonrecourse commodity loan on their 
soybeans. So that this is a so-called 
POP payment. And, for the purpose of 
not wanting to impact the budget ad
versely, we put that in so that there 
could be a "POP" payment and the 
loan would not be made. In that way 
outlays, indeed, would be reduced. 

The payments would be equal to the 
difference between the loan rates and 
the loan repayment rate multiplied by 
the quantity of soybeans for which 
the producers would otherwise be able 
to put under loan. The POP payment 
would preclude them putting it under 
loan. 

The provision has worked well in the 
Cotton Program and essentially elimi
nates the severe cash demand on the 
CCC which is created if producers are 
required to take out a nonrecourse 
loan in order to receive the benefits of 
the marketing loan. 

I might say to my friend from Ver
mont and also the distinguished Sena
tor from Indiana that they are going 
to get up and say that this is going to 
be a very costly program. I say to 
them that, in the event the $4.77 price 
continues, the Federal Government is 
going to obtain a large number of soy
beans in its inventory because we are 
going to, indeed, cause more plantings 
to arise around the world. And since 
40 or 45 percent of our soybean pro
duction is shipped overseas, we are 
going to find ourselves, the Govern
ment will find itself with very, very 
large numbers of bushels of soybeans 
that are surrendered to the Govern
ment if we keep the loan at $4.77 and 
do not impose a marketing loan as we 
are suggesting. 

Another important aspect of the 
amendment is the sunflower market
ing loan. Sunflower producers and 
processors have been unintended vic
tims of our wheat and feed grain pro
grams. The sunflower industry has vir
tually dried up because producers have 
too much incentive to participate in 
wheat and feed grain programs. The 
8 V2-cent marketing loan will give the 
producers and processors the chance 
to get their industry back on its feet. 

Cottonseed and its products are also 
part of the oilseed complex. It is im
portant that we give the Secretary in
structions to make sure that the his
toric price relationship between soy
beans and cottonseed is maintained. 
This amendment contains such lan
guage. 

The cost estimates of this amend
ment are all over the board. Frankly, I 
do not agree with the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates, nor does the 
Department of Agriculture, as I under
stand it. In the long run, the market-

ing loan will probably save money, be
cause we prevent the default of com
modities to the CCC and keep the 
entire agriculture infrastructure oper
ating. This adds to the gross national 
product and it is surely better than 
just storing commodities and letting 
them rot over a period of time. 

However, I understand that we must 
operate as if the CBO knew for sure 
what is going to happen in the future. 
And all of us have a cognizance of 
what these projections have been with 
respect to agriculture, whether it is 
the CBO or USDA. So I have taken 
the position all along that sound eco
nomics really have to dictate in these 
instances. And certainly in this case 
the marketing loan is sound econom
ics, more so than allowing the loan to 
be at $4.77 this year, thereby creating 
a great deal of production in other 
countries and causing the CCC at the 
end to wind up with a very large stock 
on hand. 

Exactly what the cost is is hard to 
determine. We do have to go by the 
CBO estimate. Many people disagree 
with them, I among them. 

Therefore, in order to offset the 
CBO estimate of additional costs, we 
have included language instructing 
the Secertary to offset additional out
lays that this amendment compels by 
selling rural development insurance 
fund loans, so-called RDIF loans, 
which they have done before for simi
liar purposes. The USDA has sold such 
loans in the past, so it will not be any
thing new to them. 

I realize a section 303 point of order, 
as the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee spoke about, is 
indeed in order for incurring new 
budget authority for a year in which 
there has been no budget resolution. 
But it is my understanding that it 
takes a majority of Senators voting to 
waive that point of order and I sup
pose we simply will have to vote on it, 
though I would hope we would vote on 
the amendment up or down rather 
than a point of order. 

Questions have been raised concern
ing a section 311 point of order, but we 
will go into that in the event that it 
comes up. 

However, the statement of my friend 
from Indiana that soybean growers 
are going to be hurt and hurt badly 
are indeed certainly not shared by the 
Soybean Association, which has sent a 
letter to all Senators hoping that this 
amendment that we are proferring 
this morning will indeed be accepted 
and passed. And it is indeed important 
that we do get this done. Soybeans 
have been on the outside with respect 
to the Farm Program. 

The distinguished Senator from In
diana talks about not opening up the 
farm bill. He may recall that I wrote a 
letter to all Senators saying we should 
state the costs on the farm bill, 
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though I have always made exceptions 
with respect to soybeans because of 
the disproportions that have arisen 
under the farm bill with respect to 
soybeans. 

Marketing loans are not new. Mar
keting loans are not something that 
require extensive hearings so we can 
get past the planting season. Market
ing loans are part of the 1985 farm 
bill. 

The impact of marketing loans have 
been observed in at least two major 
commodities and I think that market
ing loans indeed are in order for soy
beans as well. It really is the only way 
that we can preserve that industry or 
we are going to see a very substantial 
portion of it shipped offshore. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KARNES. Mr. President, I rise 

today as an original cosponsor of the 
amendment offered by Senator BoscH
WITZ which provides a mechanism to 
assure the long-term strength of the 
U.S. soybean industry. 

Soybean production represents a 
$430 million component of Nebraska's 
agriculture sector. Until recently, soy
beans have been a growth industry as 
reflected in Nebraska's soybean pro
duction increasing from 812,000 bush
els in 1970 to 95.5 million bushels in 
1986. Because of this growth, the soy
bean industry has chosen to be inde
pendent of the traditional Govern
ment programs which apply to pro
gram crops. However, the industry is 
changing. World production has in
creased by 16 percent since 1979, while 
U.S. production has decreased by 10 
percent. Foreign soybean acreage has 
increased at the same rate U.S. acre
age has decreased. Most of this foreign 
soybean production is sold in world 
markets below U.S. prices with the 
benefit of export subsidies. Respond
ing to these changes necessitates flexi
ble, market oriented agricultural poli
cies which allow our producers the op
portunity to market their production 
on comparable terms with soybeans 
producers worldwide. 

Change has long been a benchmark 
in American agriculture. The extent of 
these changes can be quickly identi
fied by reflecting on the impact of ag
riculture's first two industrial changes. 
The first industrial change was 
brought about by the use of mechani
zation and the second by the availabil
ity of fertilizers and chemicals to en
hance productivity. American agricul
ture is now in the middle of its third 
major industrial change-that of tran
sitioning from a domestic to an inter
national industry and into the very 
competitive international market
place-a marketplace which is very 
volatile and which responds to exter
nal pressures far beyond basic princi
ples of supply. demand, and produc
tion efficiency. This third change is 
proving to be quite difficult for many 
segments of our agricultural indus-

try-an industry essential to our econ
omy in that it generates approximate
ly one-fifth of our Nation's gross na
tional product and provides one of 
every five U.S. jobs. 

This amendment is designed to be of 
positive help to the long-term strength 
and stability of American agriculture 
in general and the U.S. soybean indus
try specifically. The principle feature 
of this amendment provides for man
datory use of the marketing loan con
cept for soybeans. Current law allows 
the discretionary use of this provision; 
however, it is a provision which the 
Secretary of Agriculture has chosen 
not to implement. Results of the mar
keting loan are clearly successful in 
the Cotton and Rice Program where 
its use is mandatory. The success of 
the marketing loan is, in part, reflect
ed in other countries commodity 
planting decisions. After one year of 
marketing loan operation, we are 
seeing world production of cotton de
creasing an estimated 10 million bales, 
and we are seeing projections of U.S. 
Cotton Program costs decreasing from 
$2.2 billion in 1986 to estimates in the 
$200 million range for 1989 with no 
acreage reduction programs-in other 
words, full domestic production with 
less government cost. This is the goal 
we should be striving to achieve-full 
domestic production, maximum use of 
our production resources, maximum 
contribution to the U.S. economy from 
its agricultural sector with decreasing 
government cost. U.S. producers can 
compete very successfully and effec
tively for international markets if 
comparable advantages are provided 
equal to the obvious subsidies present
ly available in the U.S. sphere. I be
lieve use of the marketing loan con
cept provides an effective method of 
dealing with these subsidies and other 
factors which put our U.S. producers 
presently at artificial disadvantage. 

This amendment also provides for 
use of a loan deficiency payment 
which provides opportunity for pro
ducers to receive the income protec
tion offered by the loan rate in ex
change of forfeiting their access to the 
nonrecourse loan. This effectively 
eliminates the possibility of govern
ment ownership of soybeans to the 
extent producers chose to utilize this 
option, assures the marketing function 
stays in the hands of producers, and 
keeps soybeans moving in the market 
rather than accumulating in govern
ment storage with the attendant stor
age expense. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend
ment is good for producers in my State 
of Nebraska as well as all segments of 
the U.S. soybean industry. This 
amendment is a positive statement in 
support of a strong production agricul
tural industry-an industry which is 
an essential source of strength to the 
U.S. economy. I believe this amend
ment will prove to be a worthy invest-

ment in this industry and I ask the 
support of my colleagues for its 
prompt adoption. 

I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 

congratulate the distinguished junior 
Senator from Nebraska on his speech 
which I understand is his first speech 
here on the floor of the Senate, and 
what an appropriate one it is that he 
talks about a crop that is of such great 
importance to farmers in his State, 
and indeed Nebraska is, as is Minneso
ta, a very rural State. 

So I congratulate him for it. He 
made some very important points. The 
fact that after 1 year of the marketing 
loan in the case of cotton, the produc
tion worldwide has decreased, and 
while the U.S. production has not de
creased so that we are indeed achiev
ing with the marketing loan-1 have 
not always been such a big fan of mar
keting loans-what we set out to 
achieve. 

Furthermore, the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska points out, in this 
his major speech on the floor of the 
Senate, that the so-called POP pay
ment is a payment made-instead of 
making the loan, the payment that is 
made-to the farmer reflecting the dif
ference between the loan rate and the 
market price. And that payment is 
made, and the Secretary has the 
option of making such a payment in
stead of making the loan. So that is a 
guarantee that all the soybeans will be 
in the marketplace. None of them will 
be under the loan. None of them will 
be surrendered to the Government. 
Indeed that is a very constructive 
aspect of this amendment, if I might 
say so myself, Mr. President. 

The distinguished Senator from Ne
braska also points out that agriculture 
is one-fifth of the gross national prod
uct. And I continue to point out that 
soybeans is the largest cash crop that 
farmers produce. 

So I congratulate the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska on his major 
speech here. I congratulate him not 
only on its substance, but also on the 
fact that it deals with an item of such 
great importance to his State. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen

ator from Minnesota spoke on this 
issue, and the Senator from Nebraska 
has, and I understand the Senator 
from Alabama is about to. The Sena
tor from Montana spoke earlier, prior 
to the amendment being brought to 
the desk. The Senator from Indiana 
and I have spoken to it. I wonder if I 



9382 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 23, 1987 
might ask the Senator from Minneso
ta or the Senator from Alabama if 
they have any idea of how many Sena
tors may be here to speak on this 
amendment. I want to make sure ev
erybody gets a chance to speak on it. 
If I could get some kind of an idea, the 
Senator can have all the time he 
wants. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I will answer the ques
tion. I would say, if the full Senate 
was to understand the issue, 99. 

Mr. LEAHY. Of course, I say to my 
good friend from Alabama, having 
been alerted by their staffs that the 
Senator from Alabama is about to 
speak, probably all Members of the 
Senate have their television sets 
turned on so as not to miss a word of 
it, realizing that they could not possi
bly give the issue the color, the vitali
ty, and the expertise that the Senator 
from Alabama is about to. They will 
really sit there, take notes, and cancel 
whatever else is on the agenda so they 
can do it. 

But having said that, I was wonder
ing if perhaps the Senator from Ala
bama might have some general idea 
about how long it will take. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota. He 
has been keeping tabs more than I 
have. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I thank the Sena
tor for yielding. We expect probably 
six or eight more. And we will get on 
the phone and push a button to see if 
we cannot get them over here, because 
we do not want to delay the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. LEAHY. I appreciate the Sena
tor from Minnesota saying that. As 
the Senator knows, the Senator from 
Indiana and I have done everything 
possible to make sure everybody's 
rights have been protected on this 
issue. In fact, the Senator from Missis
sippi has also spoken on it. We try to 
protect everybody's rights, and we nat
urally will. But again I will urge those 
who are going to speak to come forth. 
We eagerly await it. I sit here in an
ticipation barely able to contain 
myself with the anticipation of want
ing to hear about this amendment. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to support this amendment that 
would mandate a $5.02 per bushel 
marketing loan for soybeans. 

In my opinion, the needs of the soy
bean producers of this country were 
ignored during the consideration of 
the 1985 farm bill. The soybean farm
ers saw their only form of support, the 
loan rate, drastically reduced from 
$5.02 to $4.77 per bushel with expecta
tions of the loan rate being reduced 
further to $4.50 per bushel. This is not 
fair, Mr. President. 

When the Food Security Act of 1985 
was before the Senate, I drafted and 
offered an amendment that gave the 
Secretary of Agriculture the discre-

tionary authority to implement a mar
keting loan. This amendment was ac
cepted by the Senate and retained by 
the Senate-House conferees and is a 
part of the 1985 farm bill. However, 
the Secretary has chosen not to imple
ment this provision even though Con
gress has sent communications to him 
requesting that he do so and even 
passed resolutions calling on the Sec
retary to implement this marketing 
loan. 

Mr. President, the marketing loan is 
not a "cure-all" program, but it has 
proven somewhat successful in the 
cotton and rice programs. I personally 
feel that the marketing loan is respon
sibile for making U.S. cotton again 
competitive in international markets. 
Our export projections of cotton have 
increased almost 300 percent. This 
same marketing loan is also responsi
ble for the liquidation of CCC invento
ry of forefeited cotton. There is no 
costly surplus of cotton today. 

This same concept will prove suc
cessful in keeping U.S. soybeans com
petitive while providing some reasona
ble level of price support. At current 
price levels in Alabama, this market
ing loan program will not cost the U.S. 
Treasury any money. Soybeans are 
presently trading above the $5.02 per 
bushel loan rate set forth in this 
amendment. However, this program 
will send a signal to the international 
markets that U.S. soybean producers 
are ready to compete at any price 
level. 

The soybean crops in Argentina and 
Brazil will soon be entering the inter
national market. Traditionally, they 
have found a way to undercut U.S. 
prices, even though their production 
costs are calculated by some econo
mists to be more than twice that of 
the U.S. soybean producer. 

Mr. President, the U.S. Government 
has shared in the world bank loans 
and other programs that have and are 
subsidizing the Argentine and Brazil
ian soybean producers. 

Unfortunately, back in the early sev
enties we had an embargo that was 
placed on U.S. exports of soybeans and 
as a result of that embargo the Argen
tina and Brazil soybean industries 
have become leading competitors of 
the soybean producers in the United 
States. 

I feel it is only equitable to give our 
American farmers the tools to com
pete with these countries that have re
ceived subsidies from our own govern
ment. 

Mr. President, I do have some con
cern that implementing a marketing 
loan at this time may result in some 
decline in soybean prices. For that 
reason, I have tried to persuade my 
colleagues to increase the soybean 
loan rate with this amendment from 
$4.77 per bushel to $5.02 per bushel. 
Soybean farmers in my State have 
been asking for this particular pro-

gram since 1985. I am trying to work 
with my colleagues to see that they 
have such a program. 

Now, Mr. President, in looking over 
the cotton program and how the mar
keting loan has worked relative to it, I 
find that there are, of course, press re
ports showing big payments that have 
been made to some people in the 
cotton business. But I want to point 
out to the Senate that the reason 
those big payments were made was be
cause of the discretion of the Secre
tary of Agriculture. He had two plans 
before him. In the farm bill there are 
two plans pertaining to cotton, and 
under the plan that he elected to go 
with during the year 1986 it calls for 
the large transitional payments, it 
calls for the payments to the first han
dlers, and these are the payments that 
have received criticism across the 
country because of their enormity. 

Mr. President, these enormous pay
ments resulted because he selected 
that plan, because he exercised the 
discretion to proceed in that manner. 
In the farm bill, under a different 
plan, an alternate plan, plan B. which 
was a pure marketing loan, it gave au
thority to the Secretary to allow a 
cotton producer to repay the Commod
ity Credit Corporation loan at a level 
that is the lesser of the loan rate or 
the prevailing world market price 
during 1986. This concept is a pure 
marketing loan which targeted all of 
the benefits to the farmer. 

The other alternative, plan A, which 
the Secretary chose to activate, limit
ed the amount of direct payments to 
the farmer to 80 percent of the estab
lished loan rate. Direct benefits from a 
marketing loan reduced below the loan 
rate were to be made available to the 
first handlers of cotton, the cotton 
merchants in many instances. Gener
ally these first handlers were not 
farmers. Such payments were not 
mandated by Congress but again was 
and is the result of discretionary au
thority exercised by the Secretary. 
This was in my opinion one of the ills 
of the program. 

For the crop year of 1987, however, 
let me congratulate the Secretary of 
Agriculture because he has now 
chosen to follow plan B, which will 
correct most of the ills of the program. 
However, the new concept of a mar
keting loan, which Senator CocHRAN 
and Senator PRYOR developed, and in 
which I played some small part, specif
ically the element of this concept that 
the Secretary has now chosen to 
follow in 1987, and not the big pay
ments that he made when he exercised 
the discretion in 1986, is responsible 
for making U.S. cotton competitive in 
international markets. 

The USDA has now conservatively 
estimated that the cotton experts for 
this crop will reach 6.5 million bales. 
Experts in the industry have projected 
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that the exports could reach as high 
as 7 million bales. As of September 
1986, the U.S. cotton export sales com
mitments were already 4. 7 million 
bales, which is almost two and a half 
times the total exports during the 
crop year 1985. In other words, you 
had exports of slightly more than 2 
million bales in 1985. As a result of the 
marketing loan the exports will reach 
probably 7 million bales of the 1986 
crop. 

Now, these impressive export sales 
are the response by our overseas cus
tomers to U.S. cotton prices that were 
on a par with world prices for the first 
time in nearly 2 years. Now that com
petitive prices are ensured for U.S. 
cotton, this commodity is poised to 
make a dramatic turnaround this year. 
In my opinion, the turnaround would 
not have been more timely. The cotton 
industry was in near crisis. Projected 
world production in carryover stocks 
was at the highest level in history. Ex
cessive foreign production stimulated 
by foreign government subsidies and 
the overvalued dollar was making the 
price of the cotton as much as 21 cents 
a pound lower than ours. As a result 
U.S. exports in 1985, which were 
around 2 million bales, were at the 
lowest point since World War II. 

I also believe the new cotton pro
gram will force changes in the number 
of acres planted to cotton in foreign 
countries. Statistics show that the 
acreage adjustment process abroad 
has already commenced. China plant
ings are down 26 percent. Southern 
Hemisphere planting are off 11 per
cent. Although the figures I have on 
the 1986 acreages are now preliminary, 
it is thought that China will go down 
again this year by another 5 percent 
and Australia by another 25 percent. 

This new cotton program is also re
sponsible for the change that has oc
curred in stocks held by the Commodi
ty Credit Corporation. Since the sale 
of some 800,000 bales on January 6, 
1987, the CCC does not have a single 
bale of forfeited cotton. The only 
cotton stocks controlled by the CCC 
are those held under current commod
ity loans. There is no costly surplus of 
cotton today, and there is little reason 
to expect any forfeitures in the future. 

The cotton program has had an
other unique result. It is encouraging 
to observe that the world price, as cal
culated by the USDA, has risen over 
100 percent since July 1986. The world 
price as of February 19, 1987, was 
53.57 cents per pound. I do not have 
the figures up to date, but it is in that 
neighborhood. 

Projecting cotton prices in the 
future is dangerous. The industry be
lieves that the trend will continue 
upward and that it will maintain a 
level below the 1987 loan rate of 52.25 
cents. This price range will eliminate 
any cost to the U.S. Treasury under 
the marketing loan apparatus. 

What has happened is that the mar
keting loan has worked; and as a result 
of its working, today you do not have 
to go into the marketing loan. The 
prices now are above it. 

We have a similar situation with soy
beans. If we enact a marketing loan, I 
believe that what will happen is that 
the other countries which are competi
tors will realize that U.S. soybean pro
ducers are going to be competitive. 
American competitivenes-which is 
now the word we hear so much 
about-will come forth; and as a 
result, since they have much higher 
cost of production, they say, "We can't 
go into the world markets and com
pete with American ingenuity; we 
therefore will start reducing our plant
ings." 

To me, this is an opportunity that 
we can go forward with, with soy
beans, to regain the world markets we 
formally had with soybeans, and it is a 
great opportunity for us to take ad
vantage of the marketing loan. 

We have gone through this and seen 
how it has worked with cotton, and I 
understand that it has had similar suc
cess in rice. I am not familiar with rice 
in all its programs. I have a general 
understanding of it. But we raise very 
little rice in my home State, and 
therefore I have not followed it as 
closely. But I understand that there is 
a similarity of success with the rice 
program. 

Looking at this, it seems to me that 
we have an opportunity to move for
ward. We say, "Well, we are dealing 
with a disaster bill, and therefore we 
don't want to have a Christmas tree 
and we don't want to add things to it." 
Well, we are dealing with disaster, and 
we are dealing with the soybean disas
ter. The soybean disaster has not oc
curred in 6 months. It is not because 
of a 3-month drought. It is because of 
ill-conceived policy over a long period 
of time. Therefore, to me, this amend
ment on soybeans falls rightfully 
under the disaster label and should be 
include in this bill. 

If we go back, we see the ill-con
ceived policy that has come about. At 
one time, soybeans were around $10 a 
bushel, for American-produced soy
beans. Then we put an embargo on it, 
which was an ill-conceived idea, in the 
early 1970's. Then we have had the ill
conceived ideas of how we are going to 
encourage the Brazilian economy and 
the Argentinian economy in order to 
be sure that the loans that have been 
made by large banks are protected. 

It was an ill-conceived idea and a dis
aster relative to soybeans in order that 
we might try to protect large banks 
and that we allow our State Depart
ment to come forth as they have. 

So we are dealing with disasters-not 
a disaster that is caused by a drought 
of 2 or 3 months, but we are dealing 
with disasters that have occurred rela
tive to ill-conceived plans dealing with 

soybeans, dating back beyond a 
decade, and which have carried for
ward to the present time. 

So I say it is proper that soybeans be 
protected in a disaster bill. This is not 
a Christmas tree. It is something that 
is needed and has been needed for a 
long, long time. 

Mr. President, I urge the Members 
of the Senate to consider this careful
ly, to consider the fact that we have a 
commodity that has problems, to con
sider the fact that a program has 
proved successful in other commod
ities, and let us move forward at this 
time to help solve this disaster pro
gram, which has not been just over a 
short period of time but has been in 
existence for a long period of time. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, 
the American Soybean Association has 
written a letter to all Senators encour
aging support for this amendment. 
The letter says, "This amendment has 
the total, unqualified support of the 
American Soybean Association." 

The letter goes on to say, "The poli
cies enacted in the 1985 farm bill are 
causing the export of the U.S. soybean 
industry abroad." Of course, that re
sults from the fact that by utilizing 
the PIK certificates, the historic rela
tionship between feed grains and soy
beans has gone astray. Unless we do 
something to correct the price of soy
beans, farmers will make a choice in 
providing rations to their animals that 
will not include soybeans. 

The letter goes on to say, "Foreign 
soybean production has risen 14 mil
lion acres in the past several years, 
while U.S. acreage fell by an identical 
amount." 

It is just that trend that we are seek
ing to end. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter from the American Soybean As
sociation. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ASA WASHINGTON OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, April23, 1987. 

DEAR SENATOR: Senate Rudy Boschwitz 
will today offer an amendment to H.R. 1157 
to provide for a marketing loan for the 1987 
through 1990 crops of soybeans. He will be 
joined in sponsoring the amendment by 
Senators Cochran, Pryor, Heflin, Danforth, 
Bond, Karnes, Burdick, McConnell, Grass
ley and others. 

This amendment has the total, unquali
fied support of the American Soybean Asso
ciation. ASA farmer leaders recently devel
oped and unanimously support the soybean 
program "that provides a minimum annual 
$5.02 per bushel income support that avoids 
soybean stocks build-up and maintains 
market prices for U.S. soybeans at competi
tive levels." 

The policies enacted in the 1985 farm bill 
are causing the export of the U.S. soybean 
industry abroad. The result is a devastating 
effect on the income of U.S. soybean farm
ers and processors. Lower loan rates for 
other crops, such as corn, established under 



9384 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 23, 1987 
the 1985 law, have altered traditional cash 
price relationships between soybeans and 
other commodities. This is stimulating for
eign soybean production undermining our 
international competitiveness and exporting 
our soybean industry overseas. Foreign soy
bean production has risen 14 million acres 
in the past several years, while U.S. acreage 
fell by an identical amount. Unless this situ
ation is corrected by passage of the Bosch
witz amendment, the U.S. is destined to see 
its domestic soybean production and export 
sales decline dramatically in the near future 
as foreign nations increase their production 
and exports in response to incentives provid
ed by current U.S. policy. 

The Boschwitz amendment resolves this 
competitiveness dilemma by establishing a 
soybean marketing loan program with mini
mum loan rates for soybeans at $5.02 per 
bushel for the 1987 crop with annual 5% re
ductions thereafter. Under a marketing 
loan, the farmer would repay the loan at 
the lower of the loan rate or the world 
price. It would allow U.S. soybeans to be 
priced at fully competitive levels with ex
ports from foreign nations and restore tradi
tional price relationships with other crops. 

This amendment would allow the U.S. soy
bean industry to regain its historical export 
market shares and put pressure on our for
eign competitors to scale back their produc
tion and exports. Most important, this 
amendment would support the income of 
soybean farmers in the difficult years 
ahead. 

Sincerely, 
WAYNE BENNETT, 

First Vice President. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I 
spoke earlier on this amendment, but 
obviously it deserves a little more at
tention. 

I really do not have any strong oppo
sition to the concept of marketing 
loans for soybeans. I think we have to 
view it as it is today. 

This amendment affects the 1987 
crop, and we are well into the planting 
season for this year. It appears that it 
is really out of line to flip-flop when 
farmers are about halfway through 
their planting season, for the spring. 

So I wish to put this in the right per
spective. Not only have they been 
planting soybeans, they have been 
planting corn, and they have been 
planting other small grains. It fits into 
a pattern on farms as to how many 
acres they are going to have in one 
crop as compared to another. 

I really hope that soybean farmers 
across this country have not gotten off 
their tractors today as this debate has 
been unfolding, have not left their 
tractor seats and left their equipment 
in the field and come into the house to 
turn on their TV sets and watch and 
listen to this debate. 

The reason I hope that they have 
not done that is that I would judge 
they would have to be confused. First 
of all, this amendment is for this year. 
They already have their plans laid out 
and the fields ready and those that are 
not seeded in yet are going to be 
seeded in very shortly. 

So this proposed change for this 
crop comes pretty late. That is one 

thing. Then the question is how much 
does it cost? We get confusing answers. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I say to my 

friend from Montana that this is the 
first vehicle on which we have been 
able to offer this amendment this year 
that we need and are very anxious to 
bring up. We have no further legisla
tion and we wished to make sure this 
bill came up so we could add this 
amendment. We have not delayed and 
as the Senator knows, the vast, vast 
majority of soybeans have not yet 
been planted. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank my friend 
from Minnesota. 

I, too, have to keep my perspective. 
We do not produce soybeans in Mon
tana. Of course, they do in Minnesota 
and I can understand his interest in 
this matter. 

It is rather confusing on the basis of 
cost. CBO has a figure. The adminis
tration has some figure they have not 
produced in their letter they sent up 
to Chairman LEAHY. But they have 
some figure and it is pretty large. 

Second, what would be the result on 
the soybean market? That is what all 
soybean farmers would want to know. 
The Department of Agriculture has a 
rather bleak picture as described in 
this letter to Chairman LEAHY on what 
would be the result and it is all nega
tive. They do not hold back. They view 
it as a real disaster to try to change 
the plans right now at this particular 
time to affect the 1987 crop. 

There is real confusion on it. The 
farmers are used to that. So if they 
are watching, it will not surprise them 
that there is some confusion here in 
Washington. Here on this Senate floor 
we have no idea what the cost or what 
the effect would be, what would be the 
price fall, what is the overall effect on 
a crop and farming in general all 
across the country. 

But I think even farmers believe 
there should be some limit on the con
fusion that we have here. In the fu
tures trading in Chicago or Kansas 
City, or wherever futures are traded, 
they have that term "pit," like the 
wheat pit. That is where the people 
are trading in wheat futures. They 
gather around and there is mass con
fusion. It is hard to follow. 

For a novice it is even hard to under
stand what they are doing. But there 
is a corn pit, a cattle pit. I suppose 
there is a soybean pit where these fu
tures are traded. And what does that 
mean? It means that people are bet
ting on what the price is going to be 
for those specific commodities in the 
future. You have bidding, someone 
buying and someone selling, and they 
are just betting on what the price is 
going to be. 

The biggest pit of all is right here. 
This Senate and our colleagues over in 

the other body are betting on what 
the price is going to be. 

The Senator from Minnesota in of
fering this amendment on soybeans 
has clearly and accurately, I believe, 
reflected on the relationship of the 
price of corn and feedgrains and its 
effect on soybeans. 

So, what is that? Well, in general 
when corn prices are down soybean 
prices are down. 

The Senator from Minnesota accu
rately portrayed yesterday that be
cause there is too much corn the corn 
prices are down. Soybean prices are 
not quite low enough in order to get 
sales abroad, so we should have a 
lower price on soybeans. This is what 
this would bring about. That is the 
reason for making this amendment. 

So, let us hear from the Department 
of Agriculture. What do they say? I 
have already read that key paragraph 
of the Department of Agriculture 
letter to Chairman LEAHY, and I will 
not repeat it. 

But the effect is that the adminis
tration says no, no, no. That is what 
that letter says. In fact, the letter 
even ridicules the idea. Reading that 
paragraph and digesting it on soy
beans, I presume mostly because it 
would have some effect on the soy
beans that have already been pro
duced or are already under loan, al
ready in surplus stocks, makes it clear 
that it is a pretty tough letter ridicul
ing the idea. They just cut this amend
ment to ribbons. In fact they are 
pretty mean. They say that it is gim
mickry on the basis of how the cost 
would be offset. 

It is a pretty harsh term that pits 
this Republican administration 
against the amendment of a stalwart 
and distinguished Republican Senator 
from Minnesota. 

I would suggest and humbly suggest 
that the Republican Senators who are 
interested in this amendment might 
write a letter back to the Department 
of Agriculture, and the administration, 
and draw it to the attention of the 
President and just emphatically sug
gest to them why not get rid of this 
surplus that overhangs the market, 
and drives the price of corn and soy
beans down. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota would allow the price of 
soybeans to get lower. The price is too 
low for these commodities principally 
because the surplus overhangs the 
market. 

Why not get rid of the surplus, move 
it out? 

How? Use the export programs that 
we have enacted into law. 

They allow the Department of Agri
culture and allow the administration 
to cut the price. We do not need any 
amendment to do that. They already 
have that authority to cut the price. 
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The Senator from Minnesota, I 

think, understands just as well as I do 
what authority they have to do that. 
Why do they not use it? Why do they 
not move this stuff out? It costs a lot 
of money to keep it in storage. It does 
not do any good just sitting there. 
Why just sit on it? 

They always talk about cash sales. I 
am talking about cash sales right now. 
I am talking along the same track that 
this amendment does. This would 
mandate them to use the authority 
they already have. Does this body on 
the opposite side of the aisle have 
some special influence over this ad
ministration? I would hope so. I would 
expect that maybe it has not been 
used enough. Maybe the strong letter 
by the administration against the 
amendment has not been responded to 
in kind yet. 

Maybe they will say, "Where is the 
need? Who wants it?" 

Well, Mr. President, there are a lot 
of people around the world who want 
it. They either want it at a reduced 
price that they can pay, or, if they 
cannot pay for it, they would accept it 
as a donation. 

I cannot believe that very many 
people swallow this line that nobody 
needs it, nobody wants the food. The 
facts are different. That concept that 
nobody needs it or nobody wants it is a 
crazy concept. Most of the population 
of the world is underfed and under
nourished. Most of the developing 
countries, because they have such 
high rates of unemployment, such 
stagnant economies-well, maybe stag
nant is too modern a term-such 
slumping economies, most developing 
countries simply cannot spend much 
to get the food that their people need. 

I just say this: Ask them what they 
need. Ask them what they need and 
can utilize. 

Mr. President, saying get rid of the 
surplus, move it out, is not some wild 
idea. It is what those farmers on those 
tractors all across this country say. It 
is what those business people in agri
business also across this country say. 
Those who understand what surplus 
commodities and storage mean both in 
cost for the Treasury and in cost for 
producers and their businesses agree. 
Understanding that, they all say the 
same, "Move out the surplus. Get rid 
of it." 

That is the kind of letter that ought 
to be given back to the Department of 
Agriculture in response to their letter. 
That is the kind of word that should 
be given to the State Department in 
response to their negative attitudes on 
moving out surplus commodities. That 
is the word that ought to go to the 
President. 

It is a matter of utmost importance 
that the entire Cabinet, the entire 
White House, and the President him
self understand what is needed here in 

relationship to the price of commod
ities. 

Producers and farmers have had 
enough of these low prices. They have 
had enough of the inactivity of not 
moving out surplus commodities. I do 
not believe this amendment should get 
anywhere today. I believe perhaps the 
concept is right for soybeans to have a 
marketing loan, but I do not believe it 
is right to just bring it right out in 
about the middle of planting season 
and say, "Here it is, a new program." 

We would be better advised to really 
consult with the people and put it to
gether right, figuring out how it is 
going to be paid for and think about 
the 1988 crop. I think that is about 
the best we can do in regard to soy
beans and the marketing of that com
modity. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

ADAMS). The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 

shortly going to raise a 303<a> point of 
order against this amendment. I do 
not yet do so because I see the Senator 
from Minnesota on his feet and I sus
pect he has something more he wants 
to say. I know of some other Senators 
who were going to speak but have de
cided not to speak. I just want to 
notify my colleagues I am going to 
shortly do that. But I do not want to 
preclude the chance for the Senator 
from Minnesota to respond. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
accept the fact that the chairman will 
make a motion under section 303(a) of 
the Budget Act. I would like to answer 
briefly my friend and colleague from 
Montana. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Montana for calling me stalwart, 
distinguished, and all those things. 
Indeed, those words apply to him as 
well. It is interesting how times 
change because we now find my good 
friend from Montana making argu
ments that he perhaps would not have 
made last year, citing at great lengths 
letters from the Secretary of Agricul
ture and giving great credence to that 
letter where not long ago he took per
haps a different view, if I may suggest. 

The Senator from Montana points 
out that he does not want to have a 
change in the program for soybeans in 
the midst of planting season. 

I respectfully point out to him that 
the planting season has essentially not 
begun for soybeans and that the Sec
retary has until August 1 to announce 
what the loan will be on soybeans; 
that the Secretary really has not an
nounced a program for this year 
anyway, so that we would be adding 
some substance and some certainty 
rather than uncertainty. 

My good friend from Montana com
plains about the possible cost of this 
amendment and then he speaks so 
feelingly about just moving out the 
surplus, just getting rid of the surplus 
and he wants to give it away. That 
also has a cost attached to it and I 
would suggest with all due respect to 
my friend from Montana, the distin
guished Senator, the stalwart, I might 
say, from Montana that the cost of 
this amendment will be substantially 
less. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yes, I yield to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank my friend 
for yielding. Would not my friend 
agree that if the surplus of corn and 
the surplus of soybeans from last 
year's crop be reduced, the price for 
both commodities would have a tend
ency to go higher? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yes; no question 
that the law of supply and demand 
does work in the marketplace and I do 
not contest that for a moment. 

Mr. MELCHER. And, therefore, I 
take it my distinguished and stalwart 
friend is very much in agreement that 
the surplus commodities should be dis
posed of as rapidly as possible? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I say to my 
friend from Montana that I know that 
he is the principal adherent in the 
Senate to the section 416 program and 
that together with him I am one of 
the principal proponents of the Public 
Law 480 program. I certainly hope 
that we will be able to utilize both pro
grams to their fullest and also various 
credit programs so that we can in
crease exports. I would say to him that 
the programs are all part of the solu
tion. 

But, report give-away programs have 
a cost, as he well knows, and so I only 
point out that in the event that you 
want to criticize the amendment on 
the basis of cost, it cannot be cured by 
taking an action that would have even 
a greater cost. 

Mr. MELCHER. Will the Senator 
yield again? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yield once again 
to my friend from Montana. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank my friend 
for yielding. I do not want to leave 
anything taken for granted, but I am 
sure my friend agrees that if a price 
can come up from reduction of surplus 
commodities overhanging the market, 
that that brings down the cost out of 
the Treasury for deficiency payments, 
or for absorptions in this case of soy
beans under loan. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I would point out 
to my friend from Montana that this 
amendment would give the Secretary 
the authority to make the so-called 
POP or loan deficiency that would 
thereby not allow any new soybeans to 
come under loan. The soybeans that 
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are going to be put under loan in 1987 
at a minimum of $4.77, which when 
taken together with the interest on 
the 9-month loan could effectively 
have about a $5 price, is going to bring 
about a good deal of additional pro
duction abroad particularly in Argenti
na and Brazil which have the climate 
to produce soybeans. Therefore, there 
may be a large surrender of beans to 
CCC and we will find ourselves in ex
actly the position that the Senator 
from Montana does not want to put us 
in. I agree with him that we do not 
want to have yet a new mountain of 
surplus commodities, soybeans in this 
event, that we would have to contend 
with. They will overhang the market 
to use his term, a term that I, too, 
have used on numerous occasions. And 
that would create a continuing, and 
exacerbate the continuance, of the 
problem with respect to soybeans. 

It is our effort to try to avoid that 
situation just as has been done with 
cotton and rice in part through the 
use of a marketing loan. 

Mr. President, I would say to the dis
tinguished chairman that I see that 
the senior Senator from Nebraska 
wishes to speak. 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator would 
yield, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
ExoN], says he wants to speak and I 
know the Senator from Indiana wishes 
to speak again. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I have looked with 

keen interest at the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Minnesota 
and others. And while I recognize and 
realize that our soybean producers 
have not been essentially a part of the 
farm program in the past, I recognize 
that they are in deep difficulty today 
and, therefore, I would look at the 
marketing loan concept, which is the 
heart and soul of the proposal offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota, as one 
that we should consider. 

I am merely here on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate today to offer a word of 
caution. The word of caution is simply 
this: The main reason for the measure 
before us is for some wheat disaster 
payments that should have been in
cluded in the original bill and was not. 
Therefore, this is a corrective piece of 
legislation that I understand has gen
eral support, probably near unanimous 
support, on each side of the aisle. And, 
therefore, I think it is important that 
we move this through and get that 
oversight corrected. 

The chairman and the ranking 
member thereof of the Agriculture 
Committee are in opposition to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Minnesota. I would simply say: 
Are we making a mistake by trying to 
correct what has to be corrected some-

time this year, in the opinion of this 
Senator, and that is the very difficult 
situation that our soybean producers 
are in, are we making a mistake by 
piecemealing, piecemealing, if you will, 
Mr. President, corrections that are 
needed in the 1985 farm bill? 

Now, there are some people on this 
floor that think the 1985 farm bill was 
a good one. I do not think it was good. 
I did not support it in the initial in
stance. And while there are some good 
parts of that bill, I think that the 1985 
farm bill needs some major surgery. 

I think that if we are going to have 
any chance at major surgery on the 
1985 farm bill, this amendment and all 
other suggestions should be referred 
properly to the Agriculture Commit
tee, led ably by the two managers of 
the bill that is before the Senate. I, of 
course, speak of the Senator from Ver
mont and the Senator from Indiana. 

It seems to me that while we might 
not always agree as to what should or 
should not be done, basically, in agri
culture, I still send the word of cau
tion that this is an extremely compli
cated and complex field. And, as badly 
as I think the soybean producers need 
some help right now, I think that they 
could wait and allow the Agriculture 
Committee to come up with needed 
corrections-surgery, additions, call it 
what you will-to the 1985 farm bill 
after our Agriculture Committee has 
had a chance to assimilate all of the 
suggestions that are being made, in
cluding one for some marketing loan 
help for the soybean producers. 

Therefore, I say, Mr. President, that 
I think that this is not the bill, this is 
not the time, and this is not the place 
to make the corrections that possibly 
should be made under the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minneso
ta. 

I think it would be much, much 
better and much wiser if we would 
take the advice of the chairman, the 
ranking minority member, and a real 
expert on agriculture, the man seated 
immediately next to me, Senator MEL
CHER, from Montana, and refer this 
and all other changes that should be 
made in the opinion of this Senator in 
the 1985 farm bill to the Agriculture 
Committee. The facts of the matter 
are that no hearings have been held 
on this matter. I am not saying that 
they necessarily have to be held. But 
if we are going to piecemeal correc
tions that this Senator feels are neces
sary in the 1985 farm bill with amend
ments being offered on this wheat 
proposition on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate, than I think we are not taking 
action in a judicious manner; I think 
we are not taking action in a manner 
that is appropriate to the major 
change that I think is necessary in the 
1985 farm bill. 

But, be that as it may, I would 
simply say, Mr. President, that I will 
oppose this amendment not necessari-

ly because I do not think something 
like this is necessary but I believe that 
this should be referred to the Agricul
ture Committee, and that the needs of 
the soybean people should be looked 
at in the total context of the wheat 
people, the corn people, the cotton 
people, the cattle feeders, the hog pro
ducers, and all other livestock and 
grain or food and fiber producers that 
you could think of. I suspect that 
there are some other minor or major 
changes that have to be made in the 
1985 farm bill. 

If we start piecemealing, taking care 
of this group with an amendment 
here, and with that group with an 
amendment over here, without due 
consideration by the Agriculture Com
mittee, and without their holding 
hearings that I think are necessary to 
get the total picture of changes that 
should be made, I think we would be 
giving up very early in this session of 
the 100th Congress any chance for the 
meaningful changes that myself and 
others feel are necessary in the 1985 
farm bill. 

Some might say, well, but you, the 
Senator from Nebraska, have stood on 
the floor from time to time and of
fered amendments. That is true. I 
have stood on the floor and offered 
amendments that I thought were criti
cally necessary for agriculture. My 
friend from Montana, seated next to 
me, and this Senator stood on the 
floor not too many months ago and 
filibustered or minifilibustered, call it 
what you will. We were successful in 
extending, and maintaining the target 
prices on grains for the second-year 
period when it was only included in 1 
year as the bill came out of the Agri
culture Committee. 

So, yes, we stood our ground. But 
that was the time and that was the 
place. That was the last train out of 
the station. We stood, we did what we 
thought was right, and the Senate 
went along with us. I simply say that 
the agriculture train is not leaving the 
station on this minor bill with regard 
to restoring the correction with regard 
to wheat disasters that should have 
been covered and was not in the origi
nal piece of legislation. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope 
that the Senate will listen to those of 
us who have stood here on many occa
sions and fought hard representing 
the hard-pressed agriculture interests. 
Indeed, there is today, Mr. President, 
a depression in agriculture basically in 
my State. If it were not for the billions 
of dollars flowing into the farm pro
grams in the Federal Government 
today, there would be an awful lot of 
farmers in much more trouble than 
they are right now. 

So I would simply say that this is 
not the time to rush into this, as at
tractive as this amendment might 
sound, and with as much support I 
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might give it under other circum
stances. 

So I yield to the wisdom of the 
chairman, the ranking minority 
member, such members of the Agricul
ture Committee as Senator MELCHER 
and others, and I would hope that we 
would defeat this amendment and 
attack this problem more appropriate
ly at another day when we can take a 
look at the whole picture. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has yielded the floor. 
Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished Senator from N e
braska for his comments about the dis
tinguished chairman and myself and 
the committee. Let me also mention 
that I appreciate very much the spirit 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota and the Senator from N e
braska, who gave excellent speeches 
on this subject today. 

The marketing loan concept is not 
the issue before the Senate today. As 
others have pointed out marketing 
loans have been used in cotton and 
rice. It may be appropriate that the 
Secretary of Agriculture would want 
to use marketing loans for soybeans or 
other crops. 

As has been pointed out by Senator 
HEFLIN of Alabama, authority is given 
the Secretary to use the marketing 
loan concept for soybeans. He believes 
that would benefit soybean farmers 
and benefit the country. So the mar
keting loan concept is not at issue, and 
clearly not at issue is whether the 
Senate wants to help soybean farmers. 
The Senate clearly wants to help soy
bean farmers. And the Senate would 
like to help farmers in each context. 

Mr. President, because we perhaps 
are coming to a decision on the budget 
point, I just want to review quickly the 
merits of both the budget point and 
the total merits of the amendment. 
The merits of both budget point and 
the amendment really ought to be un
derstood. The marketing loan idea 
being presented today comes down to 
the thought that as a soybean farmer, 
if I went to the U.S. Government with 
100 bushels of soybeans that I did not 
want to send to the market, why 
would I not want to go to the market? 
Well, because I thought the price was 
too low. 

So I go to the U.S. Government and 
under Senator BoscHWITZ' plan I 
could get a $5.02-a-bushel loan using 
those soybeans as collateral. 

Senator BoscHwrTz' amendment 
suggests that I could repay that loan 
not at $5.02, but at whatever the 
market price might be, somewhere 
along the trail. The thought is clearly 
the market price would plummet. And 
it would, indeed. It would seek what
ever the world level might be. We do 

not know how far down that might be. 
It might be quite a bit down, as Sena
tors have pointed out. If other govern
ments are subsidizing heavily, the 
price could decline further. 

But as a farmer I could pay off that 
loan at some point in the marketing 
cycle at whatever that plummeted 
price might be. 

How could this work? Who will pick 
up the difference? Obviously the dif
ference will be picked up by the U.S. 
Government, by the taxpayers. The 
taxpayers are already picking up a tab 
of perhaps $25 billion or $26 billion a 
year for the U.S. farm programs. 

The initial estimate is that the first 
year of the Boschwitz' amendment an
other $1 billion of support would be 
required beyond that already in farm 
programs to pay for the soybean mar
keting loan program. Over a 4-year 
period of time the cost is estimated at 
$2 billion. No one knows whether that 
would be an adequate sum. As a 
matter of fact, we have usually under
estimated the cost of each of these 
programs. In this particular case, be
cause the loan that I could get from 
the Federal Government would be 
going up from $4.77 to $5.02, at the 
time the world price would be going 
down, the gap paid by taxpayers gen
erally would increase. 

Furthermore, the soybean program 
has a feature which is important to 
the soybean growers such as myself. 
There are no limits on the number of 
acres of soybeans I could plant. That 
is not true if I participated in the pro
gram as a corn farmer; I must set aside 
20 percent of my historical acreage. 
Not so with soybeans. In the event 
that $5.02 becomes the loan rate, it 
might be a very strong incentive for 
me to go out to the back 40 and put in 
some more soybeans. I can very well 
imagine that many persons who have 
the ability, because of climate and soil, 
would do precisely that. 

So at the very moment that we raise 
loan rates, which provides an incentive 
to produce more soybeans, the world 
price would clearly fall even further. 
Our production would become larger; 
our surpluses which we thought might 
disappear in this particular scheme, in 
my judgment, would become larger. 

All of us should study the marketing 
loan concept for soybeans. In due 
course we shall in the Agriculture 
Committee. I am sure the distin
guished chairman will have appropri
ate hearings at which people will want 
to think out and be heard on theoreti
cally how this loan program might 
work. But, Mr. President, the immedi
ate problem is this year. 

Let me just reiterate the points that 
I think are pertinent. Foreign buyers 
of U.S. soybeans and soybean products 
will purchase only hand to mouth 
from now until the 1987 crop becomes 
available, because the 1987 crop under 
this new marketing loan would have 

very low prices. That means soybeans 
will be dead in the market, from April 
23 onward, and the current prices will 
fall. They will fall very substantially 
for everybody who is now in the soy
bean market. 

The South American crops that 
have not really entered the market in 
great numbers will certainly come in 
with a vengeance if this amendment 
passes because the need will be appar
ent to them to get rid of their soy
beans fast, given the fact that very in
expensive American soybeans will be 
available in the coming year. 

There would be an immediate price 
impact on 1986 crop soybeans, result
ing in 1986 crop loan forfeitures and 
increased budget outlays. I doubt, Mr. 
President, a billion dollars will cover 
what is going to occur in the first year, 
let alone a 5-year period of time. 

In short, Mr. President, I argue that 
prudence would dictate that we not, as 
has been pointed out by the distin
guished Senator from Montana, take 
farmers off their tractors today, keep 
them riveted at their televisions wait
ing to see whether they ought to plant 
more acres of soybeans. I would say, 
Mr. President, that every bit of pru
dence dictates we not change the pro
gram in the middle of the stream. The 
idea may have some merits but cer
tainly not now. All signs point to 
danger for soybean farmers if this 
amendment is enacted. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator yield the floor? 
Mr. LUGAR. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Indiana has yielded the 
floor. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I note 
that the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee is soon going to 
make a motion on this matter. I can 
only concur with what the Senator 
from Indiana has said. I would also 
stress-and he alluded to this in his 
statement-that we will look at this 
question, we will look at it in the com
mittee. We have already begun to con
sider it in committee. We will continue 
to do so. It is not the last we are going 
to hear about a marketing loan for 
soybeans. However, this is a piece of 
disaster legislation. It is not an appro
priate vehicle to make in effect a 
major rewrite of part of the 1985 farm 
bill. I hope, and I strongly urge, my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
reject this amendment, to consider the 
budget considerations, and to support 
the chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee when he makes his antici
pated motion. If we were to have this 
amendment on this piece of emergen
cy legislation, there is no way in God's 
green Earth this legislation is ever 
going to become law. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 
Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 

will be very brief. I see the chairman 
of the Budget Committee is on the 
floor. I wish to answer quickly some of 
the points that were made by my 
friend from Indiana. He pointed out 
that more soybean acreage might be 
planted. I would dispute that, Mr. 
President. That would mean corn acre
age would have to be diverted to soy
bean production and certainly that is 
not very likely to occur. There is no 
set-aside, he says, in soybeans. That is 
correct. And there is no setside be
cause there is no deficiency payment, 
and that has been the exchange over 
the years. 

My good friend from Indiana says 
the South American crop is going to 
come on to the market with a venge
ance. I do not know how he thinks it is 
going to come on to the market no 
matter what happens. They are going 
to come on to the market and they are 
going to sell their crop. In the event 
that the marketing loan would bring 
about a reduction in price-and at this 
point in the marketing year that is not 
by any means clear-it will indeed 
impact the South American producers 
quite heavily because they are reduc
ing their production of wheat and corn 
and turning to soybeans. In the event 
the marketing loan is put into effect
and even if there is a drop in the world 
price-that will influence them not to 
increase their plantings of soybeans in 
the coming year. 

The Senator from Indiana points 
out that there will be costs associated 
with the fact that there would be a 
lower repayment on the loan itself. On 
the other hand, if we allow present 
law to continue, it means that there 
will be a loan of $4.77 plus the interest 
brings it up to about $5, and there is 
no question that will bring about addi
tional production, which means that 
there will be a large surrender to the 
CCC and as he points out and as 
others pointed out before, the esti
mates of cost have been way off the 
mark. 

This amendment deals with sound 
economics. This amendment deals 
with not selling the beans to the Gov
ernment as is likely to occur but, 
rather, bringing them out to the 
market where they should be. That is 
the purpose of the POP provision in 
this amendment. So that indeed we 
will not cause additional cost to the 
Government, that we will not cause 
additional storage cost, interest cost or 
have that crop overhanging the 
market. 

I thank the chairman of the commit
tee for his indulgence during this 
debate and also the ranking minority 
member. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
am glad to be an original sponsor of 
this important legislation. I rise today 

along with my good friend from Min
nesota, Senator BoscHWITZ, to encour
age my colleagues to approve this 
amendment, an amendment, I might 
note, with broad based, bipartisan sup
port. 

I think this proposal represents an 
idea whose time has come. For too 
long soybean growers have been forced 
to compete on world markets with a 
dropping loan rate at home, leaving 
them with no income protection. This 
amendment would rectify this serious 
situation. 

By mandating a $5.02-loan rate for 
soybeans in 1987, and authorizing the 
Secretary to make loan deficiency pay
ments, it allows soybean growers to op
erate under a de facto marketing loan. 
Soybean producers will be able to com
pete on world markets, while main
taining their incomes. To maintain 
American farmer's competitiveness, 
the loan rate is lowered marginally in 
the outyears to $4.77 in 1988, and 
$4.56 in 1989. 

Some will contend that the cost of 
the provisions of this amendment is 
prohibitive-! think these cost argu
ments are exaggerated. The $500 mil
lion price-tag is predicated on a na
tional average of $4.77 per bushel and 
a 2-billion bushel crop. Both of these 
are unlikely occurrences. Given the 
desperate situation that these farmers 
face, I think the benefits of enacting 
this amendment far outweigh what
ever costs we might incur. 

This amendment is strongly support
ed by the Kentucky Soybean Associa
tion, and I am glad to lend my support 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I rise in support of the Bosch
witz-Cochran amendment and urge its 
immediate adoption. This amendment, 
which has garnered the bipartisan 
support of our colleagues from all 
across the country, is absolutely essen
tial to the continued viability of our 
Nation's soybean and sunflower grow
ers. Without its adoption we can an
ticipate further erosion of our soybean 
production capabilities as well as the 
closure of one of this Nation's few sun
flower processing plants. 

Earlier this spring I had an opportu
nity to meet with Minnesota soybean 
growers. They did not ask for any
thing extraordinary-a chance to be 
competitive in the international mar
ketplace-a greater commitment from 
this administration to remove trade 
barriers abroad-the same level of 
price protection that other commodity 
groups enjoy. The amendment we 
bring before the Senate today is de
signed to partially address those con
cerns. 

Mr. President, make no mistake 
about it, the needs of our soybean 
growers are very real and completely 
legitimate. When Congress passed the 
1985 farm bill, we promised farmers 

we would protect their income during 
this turbulent transition to a market
oriented farm economy. For those who 
grow rice, cotton, corn, wheat, sugar 
beets or tobacco, the experience to
date seems to indicate that Congress 
has kept its promise. But the same 
cannot be said for our soybean and 
sunflower growers. 

For example, in an attempt to be 
more competitive, Secretary Lyng has 
chosen to slash the soybean loan rate 
rather than implement a marketing 
loan for soybeans. A cut in the loan 
rate translates into an immediate cut 
in soybean farmers' income, a fact 
which is driving them out of beans. 
The results are obvious-our growers 
have decided it makes more sense not 
to plant soybeans than to plant them 
for $4.77 a bushel or $4.56 a bushel. 
Such a policy may make sense to 
someone who wants to further con
tract American agriculture, but to 
those of us who are from rural Amer
ica and understand its pain, such a 
policy is shortsighted and insensitive. 

Mr. President, change normally 
comes slowly, and certainly does not 
come easily in rural America, a fact 
which is borne out by the continued 
decline in farmers, farmland values, 
and farm related economic activity in 
Minnesota. But if it takes changes in 
the way we do business in this country 
to move our products abroad, let us 
find the least disruptive policy. For 
my part, I won't support a policy that 
gains market share by cutting farm 
income. Our farmers deserve better. 

Anyone who was born, raised or 
spent any time in rural America knows 
how hard our farmers work. Even as 
we sit in our comfortable offices they 
are heading out into the fields. Odds 
are they will be working when we go 
to bed, and will probably be back out 
in the tractor before we awake. 

And farmers understand the defini
tion of commitment. Year after year 
they struggle to keep what their fore
fathers worked to develop. It takes 
real commitment for these hardwork
ing souls to go back into the fields 
after being hailed, flooded or parched 
out, probably more than any politician 
or bureaucrat could know. 

But the question must be asked, how 
many farmers must we lose in the 
name of this particular version of a 
market-oriented farm policy? I think 
we have lost more than enough. The 
empty store fronts in rural Minnesota 
testify to that. 

Quite frankly, it will take time to 
regain markets. And its time for some 
people to understand that. They are so 
intent on beating our competitors and 
exporting our surpluses that slashing 
the standard of living in rural America 
by cutting farm program benefits has 
become their favorite tool. Well, I 
think it is time to try a different ap-
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proach. I think it is time to try a soy
bean marketing loan. 

Mr. President, Congress gave the 
Secretary of Agriculture discretionary 
authority in the 1985 farm bill to im
plement a marketing loan program for 
soybeans. If we did not think there 
was a need for that authority, Con
gress would not have done so. The De
partment's conscious decision not to 
use that authority has been detrimen
tal to soybean growers. Rather than 
give the Department another opportu
nity to slash farm income, now is as 
good a time as any to mandate a mar
keting loan for beans. 

I would be remiss if I did not point 
out the positive impact this amend
ment would have on the sunflower in
dustry in northwestern Minnesota. 
Most people do not understand that, 
unlike other commodities, there is no 
price support program for sunflowers. 
As such, the growers and the industry 
are extremely vulnerable to domestic 
and international developments. The 
Department's recent change in the oat 
program illustrates this perfectly. 

In a successful, though unexplaina
ble effort to bring more oats into pro
duction, the Department of Agricul
ture unintentionally provided an in
centive to shift acres out of sunflowers 
and into oats. The diversion was so 
large that the viability of a very im
portant sunflower processing plant in 
my State was seriously jeopardized. In 
an attempt to correct the damage 
caused by the administration's deci
sion, the amendment before us would 
establish a price support loan program 
for our sunflower growers. Without 
this provision, the sunflower industry 
in northwestern Minnesota will face a 
very bleak future. 

My farmers do not want a handout
they want the same marketing loan 
option that other commodity growers 
have. The amendment has been draft
ed in such a way as to be Gramm
Rudman neutral, or very close to it. So 
the issue before the Senate is not one 
of busted budgets or welfare payments 
to corporate farmers. The issue is one 
of fairness, of equitable treatment of 
sunflower and soybean growers, of 
maintaining of farm income. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I want 
to take this opportunity to congratu
late all those who worked so hard to 
put this package together. It is impos
sible to understate the importance of 
this amendment to thousands of Min
nesota's soybean and sunflower grow
ers. I urge my colleagues to keep that 
in mind as you cast this most impor
tant vote. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, today I 
join my distinguished colleagues in of
fering this very important amendment 
to H.R. 1157. This amendment out
lines a program under which U.S. soy
bean producers can reverse recent 
trends and once again become com
petitive in the world market. In addi-

tion, provisions are included for sun
flowers and cottonseed oil which 
assure that the oil crops will maintain 
their historic price relationships. This 
amendment seeks to put us back in a 
position where export markets can be 
actively pursued while producers are 
able to maintain adequate levels of 
income support. 

It is common knowledge that soy
bean farmers have been affected by 
the same problems in the 1980's that 
the rest of the agricultural sector has 
been plagued with-declining crop 
prices, falling land values, rising cost 
of credit, decreasing share of the 
world market, and an erosion of public 
support for agriculture. Soybeans, 
however, were shortchanged in the 
debate surrounding the Food Security 
Act of 1985 and as a result are now at 
a disadvantage both domestically and 
abroad. In fact, I believe that the cur
rent situation puts soybean producers 
in the worst possible position: prices 
are held above world market levels 
thus stimulating foreign production 
while the inability to respond to fluc
tuations in world market prices has re
sulted in unfair advantages for substi
tute commodities. 

Mr. President, this inequity is of 
great concern throughout my home 
State of Missouri. In 1985, Missouri 
cash receipts for soybeans were ranked 
sixth in the Nation and No. 1 among 
the major commodities at $758 million. 
Missouri is also privileged to be the 
home of the world headquarters of the 
American Soybean Association. 

But it is not just my State's farmers 
who are affected as soybeans are pro
duced throughout the country. Last 
year approximately 500,000 farms pro
duced 2 billion bushels of soybeans in 
29 States. In fact, the 63 million acres 
of soybeans planted in 1985 were 
worth the combined values of wheat, 
cotton, and rice. The importance of 
maintaining export markets is illus
trated by the fact that over 40 percent 
of U.S. soybeans are exported. 

Over the last 6 years, Brazil and Ar
gentina have reacted to U.S. soybean 
provisions by expanding acreage by 
more than 15 million acres. Over the 
same period, U.S. soybean acreage has 
fallen by 11 million acres and our 
share of the world soybean market has 
fallen from 83 to 74 percent. In 1979, 
the United States accounted for 37 
percent of the world total vegetable oil 
trade, while Brazil and Argentina com
bined has less than 20 percent. By 
1986, this relationship had been re
versed and the South American's 
share approached 34 percent while the 
United States share dropped to 18 per
cent. Given these conditions, it is es
sential that the U.S. soybean industry 
be free to compete against the preda
tory trade practices exhibited 
throughout the world. 

Mr. President, the U.S. soybean in
dustry has proven a sincere commit-

ment to retain its leadership position 
in the world market. Recent studies 
have shown that variable costs of pro
duction in the Corn Belt are up to 15 
percent lower than those of Argentina 
and Brazil. Also, marketing costs asso
ciated with transportation to export 
terminals are significantly lower in the 
United States due to our highly devel
oped infrastructure and United States 
soybean yields are consistently above 
those of Argentina or Brazil. 

The amendment which we are offer
ing today is one that will benefit not 
only producers but the Government as 
well. The implementation of a market
ing loan will provide producer income 
support while encouraging competi
tiveness, thus encouraging commercial 
soybean sales in domestic and export 
markets. This in turn will discourage 
CCC ownership of soybeans. Export 
demand will increase as the result of 
competitively priced soybeans. As 
demand increases and prices strength
en, the option of loan forfeiture be
comes less and less attractive. This re
duces direct Government outlays as 
well as storage payments. 

Mr. President and fellow colleagues, 
for the reasons I have just described, I 
urge your support of our amendment. 
This crucial legislation will correct the 
inequitable position which soybeans 
and sunflowers have been put in since 
the implementation of the Flood Secu
rity Act of 1985. 

Mr. CHILES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Florida. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, on 

behalf of Senator DoMENICI and 
myself and pursuant to section 303(a) 
of the Budget Act, I do hereby raise a 
point of order against the Boschwitz
Cochran-Pryor sunflower marketing 
loan amendment. The amendment 
would provide new budget authority 
for fiscal year 1988 in the amount of 
$1.6 billion. Section 303(a) of the 
Budget Act prohibits consideration of 
an amendment which provides new 
budget authority for the fiscal year 
until the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for such fiscal year has been 
adopted. So, pursuant to 303<a>. I do 
raise a point of order on the Boschwitz 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
point of order has been raised. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I move to waive 
the Budget Act for consideration of 
this amendment. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has moved that there be a 
waiver. Is there a second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the motion of 
the--

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator from Iowa seek recogni
tion? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I do, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. I understand, Mr. President, this 
motion to waive is a debatable motion. 
I ask a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I had 
intended to take the floor prior to the 
distinguished Senator from Florida to 
raise some questions about the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

I have heard most if not all of the 
arguments on the floor, both pro and 
con, on this amendment. Obviously, 
what the Senator from Minnesota 
seeks to do is provide a market loan 
for soybeans for this crop year. Now, 
obviously there is a cost involved in 
that. What I am concerned about, if I 
could have the attention of the Sena
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I would say to my 
friend from Iowa it is the 1987 crop 
year. We are still in the 1986 crop year 
technically. 

Mr. HARKIN. I mean the crop year 
for which they are planting soybeans 
right now, and some have already been 
planted in the South. The soybeans 
that will be harvested yet this calen
dar year. The Senator is correct; we 
are still in the 1986 crop year. What I 
am concerned about is how the Sena
tor from Minnesota intends to offset 
the $2.3 billion cost of this amendment 
over the next 5 years. As I under
stand-and I would ask the Senator 
from Minnesota to correct me if I am 
wrong-the amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota, he intended to offset 
this $2.3 billion cost by further asset 
sales from the Rural Development In
suance Fund. I ask the Senator from 
Minnesota if that is correct? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator 
from Iowa is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the 
Rural Development Insurance Fund 
loans are 40-year loans for the Farm
ers Home Administration sewer and 
water loan programs. 

Mr. President, in my figuring, to 
offset the $2·.3 billion cost over the 
next 5 years, we will need to sell about 
$4.5 billion of the remaining $5.2 bil
lion in the current loan portfolio be
cause of the discounting of the loans 
when they are sold. What that means, 
Mr. President, is that this will draw 
down on the RDIF Loan Program to 
below $1 billion. 

My question to the Senator from 
Minnesota is this: What will be the 

effect on the sewer and water loan 
program over the next few years? As 
the Senator knows, in the absence of 
new appropriations, any new loans will 
have to be made from existing loan 
prepayments which, under his amend
ment, now will be only about $20 mil
lion a year, or about one-tenth of the 
current lending level. 

So again I ask the Senator from 
Minnesota: What is going to be the 
effect on our small towns and commu
nities in Iowa and Minnesota and all 
over the country if we only have one
tenth of the amount 'of money left to 
fund the sewer and water programs? 

Many of these small towns and com
munities are crying out because they 
are mandated by EPA to meet effluent 
standards, or they do not have safe 
drinking water and want to have clean 
drinking water. Yet, we are taking the 
money out of that to fund for this 1 
year the marketing loan for soybeans. 

So, again I ask the Senator from 
Minnesota: What is going to be the 
effect on our small towns and commu
nities? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. It is my under
standing-in response to the question 
of the Senator from Iowa-that the 
RDIF is not a revolving fund, so that 
the repayments made into the fund, as 
these loans mature over the years
and they are very long-term loans-do 
not replenish the funds. The funds, in 
the event they are going to be replen
ished, have to come out of the Treas
ury, in any event. 

So if the Senator is concerned about 
that fund, I think his concern is mis
placed. These loans have been sold in 
the past, and they are very sound 
loans. So that, other than the dis
counting of interest rates, they do not 
take very large discount beyond that. 
The Senator should not be concerned 
about the fund or the inability to have 
money to do the things he wants to do. 
They are not replenished by the re
payments that are made on the pre
ceding loans. 

Mr. HARKIN. Can the Senator from 
Minnesota assure me and other Sena
tors that this is not a destruction of 
the farmers ' sewer and water loan pro
gram; that, in fact, we will continue to 
have the same levels that we have had 
in the past, because of the repayment 
of these loans, as we go forward for 
the next several years? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator 
from Iowa knows and I know that I 
cannot speak for the Appropriations 
Committee, and we surely cannot 
project around here more than 20 min
utes, much less oncoming years; so I 
cannot give the Senator any assur
ances. But the assurances are not 
weaker or stronger because of the sale 
of the loans. It does not make any dif
ference. 

Mr. HARKIN. I still make the point 
that basically what we are doing is sal
vaging one program, a very needed 

program, the sewer and water loan 
program, to pay for this. 

We all know what we are facing next 
year and the year after and the year 
after, with Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 
What is going to happen is that the 
cost of the sale of these assets--

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. If the Senator 
will yield, we are not salvaging the 
program. As I pointed out to the Sena
tor, the problems are going to contin
ue, and there will have to be new ap
propriations. It is not a revolving fund. 

I respectfully say to the Senator 
from Iowa that if you allow the trend 
to continue, there will be more surren
der to the Government with regard to 
soybeans. In any case, I respectfully 
disagree that we are salvaging the 
Rural Development Act, and as to 
whether the loans are necessary for 
rural sewers and other things, it is not 
related. 

Mr. HARKIN. I would again respect
fully disagree with the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota. 

I know what we are going to face, 
going into those next years. We are 
going to look back and say: "You took 
money out of RDIF, took money out 
of the sewer and water program, and 
because those loans will not be paid 
back, we will have to have new appro
priations." We will be very hard 
pressed, under Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings, to come up with that. 

So, to pay for this 1-year shot for 
marketing loans for soybeans, we are 
going to be under the gun for the next 
3, 4, or 5 years, I submit, on sewer and 
water loan programs for our small 
towns and communities, because we 
will not have those payments coming 
back in to offset the new loans. 

Regardless of whether it is a revolv
ing fund or not, the fact remains that 
that money is coming in. I am sure 
that on the balance sheet of the 
Budget Committee-! cannot speak 
authoritatively on this-it would be 
looked at as new loans going out, even 
though it will not be specifically a re
volving fund. We will have to come up 
with new moneys. 

I caution Senators that while those 
of us in rural areas might want to sup
port something for soybean farmers, 
many of us representing small towns 
and communities may be facing hard 
times ahead for a very important 
sewer and water loan program, be
cause that is where we are taking the 
money from. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, a 
major objective in developing new 
farm policy in 1985 was to improve the 
price competitiveness of agricultural 
commodities. As implemented for the 
cotton and rice programs, the market
ing loan provision is proving to be very 
effective in increasing both domestic 
and export sales. This amendment re
quires the Secretary of Agriculture to 
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implement the marketing loan provi
sion for the soybean program. 

This amendment would allow soy
bean farmers to sell their crop for a 
competitive price based on world 
supply and demand, forcing foreign 
producers, or their governments, to do 
the same. Currently, Brazil, Argentina 
and other nations see they are virtual
ly guaranteed a world price equal to, 
or with subsidies just under, the fixed 
U.S. loan rate. This price guarantee 
has encouraged world competitors to 
increase their production by 16 per
cent since 1979, while the United 
States reduced its production by 10 
percent. Foreign soybean acreage has 
increased by 15 million acres since 
1979, while U.S. farmers cut the same 
15 million acres. 

It is time to take steps to reverse 
this alarming trend, and send a signal 
to our foreign competitors that U.S. 
farmers are not going to be subsidized 
out of the soybean business. The mar
keting loan is an effective policy tool 
to address the price competitiveness 
issue in an international marketing en
vironment. The cotton program pro
vides an excellent example of the ef
fectiveness of the marketing loan in 
increasing exports, raising commodity 
prices, and reducing Government 
stocks and costs. 

As the 1986-87 cotton marketing 
year began, U.S. cotton stocks had in
creased to 9.3 million bales, the high
est level since 1967. This represented a 
5 million bale increase in one season, 
the largest single-season change in his
tory except for 1937-38. Exports 
dropped to 1.9 million bales for the 
1985-86 marketing year, and total off
take was the lowest of the century. 

With the marketing loan in oper
ation for the 1986-87 marketing year, 
exports are projected to be about 6.8 
million bales, the second largest in 28 
years and almost 350 percent higher 
than the previous year. Moreover, do
mestic mill use will exceed 7 million 
bales resulting in total offtake this 
marketing year of 13.8 million bales, 
the second largest in 20 years. With 
this offtake, carryover stocks will be 
about 5.5 million bales, a 41-percent 
reduction from the beginning level 
with no CCC owned bales. 

Cotton program cost is declining 
also. After increasing to $2.2 billion for 
1985-86, cotton program cost is esti
mated to decline to $1.8 billion for 
1986-87, and is projected to continue 
declining and in 1990-91 to total only 
$210 million. And the National Cotton 
Council projects that these cost reduc
tions will occur even though the acre
age reduction requirement will likely 
be zero during the last 3 years of the 
farm bill. 

Reduced government stocks and pro
gram costs are only some of the bene
fits of the marketing loan provision. 
The additional cotton moved into the 
market, about 4.6 million bales, pro-

duced significant returns for the 
economies of local communities 
throughout the Cotton Belt and 
Nation. According to a National 
Cotton Council study, an additional 
4.6 million bales produced, processed, 
and sold would generate about $6 bil
lion in economic activity associated 
with crop production, ginning, ware
housing, shipping, merchandising, 
seed crushing, and textile processing. 

Of course, these comparisons only 
partially reveal the economic returns 
from program expenditures that allow 
additional cotton to be marketed. Not 
included in the study are the pur
chases of such essential inputs as fer
tilizers, chemicals, seed, fuel, and 
equipment. No account was taken of 
additional wages for expanded labor 
requirements, nor of the downstream 
economic activity associated with the 
conversion of yarns and fabrics into 
apparel, home furnishings, and indus
trial textile products. And, finally, the 
numbers do not reflect the indirect 
economic activity made possible by 
this expanded cotton-related activity 
such as the purchase of automobiles, 
food, housing, entertainment, et 
cetera. The U.S. Department of Com
merce suggests that every dollar of 
farm-related economic activity gener
ates about $2.5 in general economic ac
tivity. The total impact, therefore, is 
great. 

Mr. President, it is important, there
fore, to adopt a program that will help 
assure a strong and growing soybean 
industry by developing and maintain
ing markets in order to secure the in
dustry's maximum economic potential 
for the Nation's economy. The cotton 
marketing loan program is proving to 
be an effective strategy for improving 
the economy of rural towns and com
munities as well as the Nation by 
moving additional cotton into markets. 
This amendment requires a similar 
policy be adopted as the soybean pro
gram. 

In conclusion, I recommend my col
leagues vote for this amendment for 
two reasons: First, the marketing loan 
program has proven to be effective, 
and second, expenditures for a market
ing loan program result in more than 
producer income support-they are an 
effective investment strategy for revi
talizing rural America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on the motion of the 
Senator from Minnesota to waive the 
point of order made by the Senator 
from Florida under section 303(a) of 
the Budget Act. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN] is necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK-

LES], and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. PACKWOOD] are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. HATCH] would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DASCHLE). Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 33, 
nays 63, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 79 Leg.l 
YEAS-33 

Armstrong Dole McConnell 
Bond Duren berger Mikulski 
Boren Ford Pressler 
Boschwitz Fowler Pryor 
Breaux Grassley Sarbanes 
Bumpers Heflin Sasser 
Burdick Johnston Shelby 
Cochran Karnes Symms 
Conrad Kasten Thurmond 
Danforth McCain Weicker 
Dixon McClure Wilson 

NAYS-63 
Adams Gramm Murkowski 
Baucus Harkin Nunn 
Bentsen Hatfield Pell 
Bingaman Hecht Proxmire 
Bradley Heinz Quayle 
Byrd Helms Reid 
Chafee Hollings Riegle 
Chiles Humphrey Rockefeller 
Cohen Inouye Roth 
Cranston Kassebaum Rudman 
D'Amato Kennedy Sanford 
Daschle Kerry Simon 
DeConcini Lauten berg Simpson 
Dodd Leahy Specter 
Domenici Levin Stafford 
Evans Lugar Stennis 
Ex on Matsunaga Stevens 
Garn Melcher Trible 
Glenn Metzenbaum Wallop 
Gore Mitchell Warner 
Graham Moynihan Wirth 

NOT VOTING-4 
Bid en Nickles 
Hatch Packwood 

So the motion was rejected. 
(Later the following occurred:) 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on the 

last vote, I was recorded "yea." Due to 
a misunderstanding on my part, I 
thought I was voting to sustain the 
point of order. I should have voted 
"nay" on the motion to waive the 
point of order. I have discussed this 
with both the leader of the Democrat
ic side, the majority leader, and the 
Republican leader. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be permitted to change 
my vote to "nay" and have it so re
corded. I should also point out that 
this would not change the outcome of 
the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROTH. I thank the leadership 
for their cooperation. 

<The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota will provide for new 
budget authority for fiscal year 1988 
before the adoption of the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for that 
fiscal year and, therefore, is out of 
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order under section 303(a) of the 
Budget Act. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate will be in order before the Sen
ator proceeds. The Senator will sus
pend for just a moment. 

The Senate will be in order. 
The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I should 

note for my colleagues a couple of 
things. One, I am gratified by the vote 
because I think it emphasizes the 
point that the Senator from Indiana 
and I have been trying to make: we are 
going to try to get through the farm 
legislation within the budget, and we 
are going to reflect that in the nature 
of the farm legislation as it is brought 
on the floor. This vote gives us a 
strong backing for that from the 
Senate, and I express my appreciation 
to all my colleagues who backed that 
effort. 

However, I know of the serious con
cern of the Senator from Minnesota 
and the Senator from Mississippi and 
others, I want to assure them this is 
not the last time we will hear about 
the marketing loan for soybeans. We 
have begun to consider it in commit
tee. The Senate Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry will 
continue to do so. If they have people 
that they would like to have testify 
before the committee, I will be happy 
to make that possible for them. But 
this bill is not the appropriate vehicle. 
This bill is an emergency piece of leg
islation. 

I should also note the committee will 
consider appropriate changes in the 
1985 farm bill. I mention this for those 
Senators who may still be carrying 
around pocketfuls of amendments to 
this bill. We will look at these changes 
in scheduled hearings at the appropri
ate time. 

A number of Members have ex
pressed an interest in changes in par
ticular sections of the 1985 farm bill. I 
would emphasize to all my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle they will be 
given a forum to raise such changes, 
and they will be given an appropriate 
vehicle to consider these changes both 
in committee and on the floor. But not 
on this kind of legislation without 
hearings. This is not the time, and this 
is not the place to write a 1987 farm 
bill. But vehicles will be made avail
able, and appropriate hearings will be 
made available to a number of Mem
bers. 

The distinguished Presiding Officer 
and other Senators have raised ques
tions about changes they would like to 
see. Such vehicles will be made avail
able and we will carefully look at these 
issues. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont yield? 

Mr. LEAHY. I certainly will yield to 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for yielding. I want 
to again bring to the attention of the 
body that just prior to this vote I had 
engaged in a colloquy with the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota. And 
I had spoken about my concerns about 
the amendments just voted on, that in 
fact what it did in my own term is sal
vage the rural development insurance 
fund which provides the money for 
sewer and water loans for small towns 
and communities to pay for the mar
keting loan provisions of the amend
ment. The Senator from Minnesota at 
that point had said that it was not a 
revolving fund. 

In further checking with the general 
counsel's office at the Department of 
Agriculture and others at Farmers 
Home, I am now told that it is indeed 
a revolving fund, that it is a revolving 
fund, and that the Appropriations 
Committee, on which this Senator is a 
member, annually sets limits on how 
much of the revolving fund can be 
then loaned out for new sewer and 
water programs for that next fiscal 
year. 

So it is indeed a revolving fund. 
Again, I would point out that while I 

had a great deal of sympathy for the 
thrust of the amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota, and while I know that a lot of 
soybean farmers in the Midwest sup
port him on this amendment, that in 
good conscience I could not support it 
because of what it did to the countless 
small towns and communities in Iowa, 
and indeed all over the country who 
rely upon the sewer and water loan 
program to upgrade their standard of 
living for the residents of those small 
towns and communities. 

I pointed out in my remarks prior to 
the vote that about $4.5 billion of the 
fund, $5.2 billion remaining, would 
have to be sold from the portfolio. 
That would reduce it down to less 
than $1 billion. 

What that woud mean is that the 
Appropriations Committee would have 
been limited every year to about $20 
billion of the money coming in to loan 
back out. 

I would just point out that in the 
Senator's own State of Minnesota 
there are 36 applications pending for 
$25 million. Yet we only had $20 mil
lion for the whole United States. 

So I believe the Senate acted cor
rectly in not waiving the Budget Act, 
and indeed in not approving the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Again, I would also hope, and I know 
that I can trust the word of the distin
guished chairman of our Committee 
on Agriculture, that we will indeed be 
moving some legislation this year. And 
I am certain that this will be brought 
up in subcommittee and in full com
mittee. We can debate it, and I am 
sure we will have another chance to 

address this issue on the floor of the 
Senate. 

I would just hope that at that time 
we do not seek to take the money out 
of these very important revolving 
funds which are so important for our 
small towns and communities. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
would like to respond to the Senator 
from Iowa. Indeed, this is a revolving 
fund. There is no mistake in that. 
However, it is not the type of revolv
ing fund as he has in mind. It is not a 
fund like the CCC where the principal 
repayment can thereupon be loaned 
out once again. 

I was correct when I said just prior 
to the vote that there has to be an 
annual appropriation with respect to 
all direct loans that are made in this 
effort. 

So that I, respectfully, say to my 
friend from Iowa that we were not sal
vaging it, that he is on the Appropria
tions Committee, he has the ability to 
see to it that adequate appropriations 
are made, and that any direct loans 
that are going to be made under this 
fund for the purposes that he has 
stated have to be appropriated each 
year. 

While I was technically in error that 
this is indeed a revolving fund, never
theless I was not mistaken that there 
does have to be an annual appropria
tion, that some revolving fund such 
that you can use the principal as it is 
repaid for new loans. This one requires 
an annual appropriation. 

So we are not salvaging that ac
count. It was not our intention to do 
so. We would not have used it as an 
offset for the amendment if that 
would have been the result. 

I know my friend from Iowa is con
cerned about these things. I trust that 
he will be reassured by my statement. 

I might tell you that, Mr. President, 
we have discussed it with both the Ap
propriations and the Budget Commit
tees. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

CoNRAD). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 162 

<Purpose: To require the designation of cer
tain lands as "wetlands" under the Water 
Bank Act) 
Mr. DASCHLE. I send an amend

ment to the desk and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. The 
assistant legislative clerk read as fol
lows: 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
DASCHLE) proposes an amendment num
bered 162. 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN LANDS AS WETLANDS 
UNDER WATER BANK ACT 

SEc. -. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
designate as "wetlands", for purposes of sec
tion 3 of the Water Bank Act <16 U.S.C. 
1302), areas in the Kingsbury, Hamlin, 
Lake, Miner, Brookings, and Codington 
counties of the State of South Dakota that 
suffered from floods in 1986: Provided, that, 
notwithstanding the designation of such 
lands as wetlands total payments to owners 
and operators under the Water Bank Pro
gram for lands in the State of South Dakota 
shall not exceed $1,243,000 during fiscal 
year 1987. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer a technical clarification of the 
Water Bank Act. This clarification, 
while modest in scope, will have an im
portant positive affect on a flood
stricken group of landowners in east 
central South Dakota. 

East central South Dakota has expe
rienced unusually heavy amounts of 
precipitation in recent years. Last 
year, the President declared the area a 
disaster and Lake Thompson, normal
ly a small prairie pond, has swelled to 
the point that it now covers almost 
18,000 acres of once productive farm 
land. The flooding problem continues 
into this year and many experts 
expect much of the farm land will be 
flooded for 10 years or more. 

The silver lining in this cloud, how
ever, is the prime wildlife habitat that 
has been created with the flooding of 
this farmland. Clearly much of the 
acreage flooded in this area would be 
an ideal location for the Department 
of Agriculture to lease from landown
ers under the Water Bank Program. 
Lake Thompson is situated along a 
main North American migratory 
flyway for a variety of species of ducks 
and geese. The vast lake, now the larg
est in South Dakota, is already a fa
vorite location for waterfowl nesting, 
breeding, and feeding. 

In addition to the trememdous op
portunity we have to protect these 
wetlands for waterfowl habitat, the 
payments made to landowners under 
the Water Bank Program will provide 
a modest income for financially 
strapped farmers whose land will be 
flooded and useless for years to come. 
Enrollment of the flooded lands in the 
program will benefit the environment, 
the sportsman, and the farmer. 

Despite the many benefits to the en
vironment and beleaguered farmers as
sociated with enrollment of these 
lands, the Department of Agriculture 
maintains that the Kingsbury land 
cannot be enrolled into the Water 
Bank Program. Local experts in the 

Water Bank Program maintain this 
land is eligible under the land classifi
cations identified in water bank stat
ute. No one can deny the benefits the 
enrollment of this land in the program 
will have on this important nesting 
area on the northern flyway for ducks 
and geese. 

Notwithstanding the fact that this 
land meets the "wetlands" definition 
in the act, the Department of Agricul
ture officials in Washington, persist in 
issuing broad interpretations that indi
cated that the land will not be accept
ed into the program. Its own officials 
at the local level acknowledge that the 
land should qualify under the pro
gram, but Washington continues to 
block its enrollment. 

Mr. President, my amendment is 
very simple. It simply says that this 
land, which clearly complies with the 
water bank definition of "wetland," 
ought to be allowed to enter into a 
water bank leasing agreement pending 
available funds. This amendment per
haps states the obvious, but it is clear
ly needed. Without it, it appears that 
the Secretary will continue to block 
wetlands from enrollment in the 
Water Bank Program. Clearly defined 
eligibility requirements were written 
into law. My amendment only seeks to 
reinforce the fact that the Secretary is 
to abide by those statutory require
ments in the water bank law. 

I urge the passage of this amend
ment so that flooded lands in east cen
tral South Dakota can be enrolled in 
the Water Bank Program. 

Mr. PRESSLER and Mr. LEAHY ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, let 
me, first of all, commend my col
leagues for their leadership on this 
amendment and with this problem. I 
am happy to cosponsor this amend
ment and to say that I think it is a 
step in resolving a very unique and 
severe problem in our State. 

This agricultural disaster relief bill 
is supposed to be directed toward 
unique situations such as we have ex
perienced. 

My colleague has very ably described 
the circumstances. So I will not repeat 
that. But as the Senate now knows 
from Senator DASCHLE's remarks, a 
large area in eastern South Dakota 
was declared a Presidential disaster 
area last year due to severe flooding. 
This has been especially true in Kings
bury County where over 15,000 acres 
of farmland have been flooded by 
Lake Thompson which has gone from 
a small lake to the largest lake in our 
State. It is a bizarre circumstance. As 
one who has driven through that area 
all my life, I find it hard to believe 
that it has happened as it has. 

Several farms have been flooded en
tirely and dozens of other farms are 
partially under water. Due to the to-

pography of the area, this water 
cannot be drained. Hydrologists look 
at it, and various experts, say it cannot 
be drained. 

As a result, much of this land will 
remain flooded for 10 years or more. 
To deal with this problem, we have 
been working for several months to 
allow farmers to enroll this land in the 
water Bank Program. Unfortunately, 
USDA said the land is not eligible for 
the Water Bank Program. 

All this amendment does is make 
this flooded land eligible for the 
Water Bank Program. It will not in
crease the cost of the Water Bank Pro
gram but will just allow these farmers 
to try to have their land enrolled in 
the program. 

So, Mr. President, in conclusion I am 
happy to join with my colleague, Sena
tor DASCHLE, in this amendment. We 
are discussing a disaster bill today. 
Farmers in the area who have had 
their entire farm flooded for possibly 
10 years certainly have suffered a dis
aster. This amendment allows us to 
address the issue for 10 years rather 
than coming back year after year 
asking for disaster assistance. Mr. 
President, I urge my colleagues to sup
port this amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I believe 
the amendment is a good one. Natural
ly, when it raised the question of wet
lands, we looked at it carefully. It does 
not change the definition of the term 
wetlands under the Water Bank Act. 
It does not change the eligibility crite
ria under which lands are considered 
for water bank contracts. Instead, it 
requires the Secretary to use the au
thority which he now has under sec
tion 3 of the Water Bank Act to desig
nate certain lands with wetland char
acteristics as wetlands. It is a narrow 
amendment. It resolves a specific prob
lem relating to flooding in South 
Dakota. 

The distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] spoke 
with me about this. I know of the 
matter he raises. Senator PRESSLER 
has also just referred to their particu
lar areas of South Dakota. It is a nar
rowly defined amendment. I have no 
objection to it. I think it is a good one. 
I support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter from 
GeorgeS. Dunlop, Assistant Secretary 
for Natural Resources and Environ
ment of USDA, be made a part of the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. ToM DASCHLE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE: Thank YOU for 
your letter concerning the enrollment of 
flooded lands in Kingsbury County, South 
Dakota, under the Water Bank Program 
<WBP). 

We appreciate the problem that landown
ers are experiencing with the flooding in 
Kingsbury County. However, the flooded 
land that you are referring to would not 
qualify as eligible wetlands under the WBP. 
The Water Bank Act provides for Type 1 
through Type 7 wetlands as eligible for the 
WBP. We understand the flooded land was 
formerly cropland and pasture land and 
would not meet the criteria for determining 
inland fresh wetland areas <Type 1 through 
Type 7> as described in Circular 39, Wet
lands of the United States, published by the 
U.S. Department of the Interior. Congress 
would have to amend the Water Bank Act 
to have this land included in the program. 

Your interest in the WBP is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 

GEORGES. DUNLOP, 
Assistant Secretary, 

Natural Resources and Environment. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the 
USDA had some qualms about this 
amendment, and for this reason I ap
preciate very much the cooperation of 
Senator DASCHLE and Senator PREs
SLER in working through an amend
ment which-! would agree with the 
distinguished chairman of the Agricul
ture Committee-fits the policy pur
poses of the wetlands program and 
puts a limit on the potential for ex
penditures as a result of this particu
lar amendment. The language added: 
"provided that, notwithstanding the 
designation of such lands as wetlands, 
total payments to owners and opera
tors under the water bank program for 
lands in the State of South Dakota 
shall not exceed $1,243,000 during 
fiscal year 1987," I think is important 
to accomplish this purpose. Further, I 
agree that this amendment deals with 
a situation that does fit the general 
context of a natural disaster-land 
under water due to flooding-and that 
the farmers want to at least be given 
an opportunity to see whether their 
land fits the program requirements at 
the national level. For these reasons 
we support the amendment. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my gratitude to the ranking 
member and the chairman for their 
support and their cooperation. They 
have been immensely helpful in trying 
to resolve the issue. I move the adop
tion of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate. If not, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 162) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LUGAR. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 163 

<Purpose: To require the Secretary of Agri
culture to appoint a panel to conduct a 
study on the cost effectiveness of ethanol 
production> 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have two 

amendments which have been given to 
the managers of the bill. They do not 
cost any money. They are study 
amendments. The first one I will offer 
will be an ethanol cost-effectiveness 
study. There has been one study done 
by the USDA, showing a rather dis
torted view because the study was 
done solely by USDA. Under this 
amendment there would be other rep
resentatives who would be part of a 
seven-member panel that would make 
the study: feedgrain producers, feed
grain processors, mem}:>ers of associa
tions involved in the production and 
marketing of ethanol, and other indus
try or university-related authorities. 
The panel would consist of four mem
bers representative of the ethanol in
dustry, and then two of the remaining 
three members shall be employed by 
the Federal Government. I believe this 
seven-member panel would present a 
more objective study. 

We outline what the panel shall 
review: assess the economics and cost 
of production factors, assess ethanol 
technology, assess the economic 
impact on U.S. agriculture, analyze 
the tradeoffs, analyze the effect on 
the agriculture economy resulting 
from increasing levels of ethanol pro
duction and the impact fuel ethanol 
production has on agriculture prices. 
And we set a date for submission of a 
report not later than 90 days from the 
date of enactment. They shall report 
back to the House and the Senate 
Committees on Agriculture. So I send 
that amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DoLE] pro
poses an amendment numbered 163. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the amend
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
ETHANOL COST EFFECTIVENESS STUDY 

SEc .. <a> The Secretary of Agriculture 
shall establish a panel to conduct a study of 
the cost effectiveness of ethanol production. 

<b> The panel shall consist of 7 members 
appointed by the Secretary, of which-

( 1 > 4 members shall be persons who are 
representatives of: 

<A> feed grain producers; 
<B> feed grain processors; 
<C> members of associations involved in 

the production and marketing of ethanol; 
and 

<D> other related industries or institutions 
of higher education, or both; and 

<2> no more than 2 of the remaining 3 
members shall be employees of the Federal 
government. 

<c> The panel shall-
< 1 > review and assess the economics and 

cost of production factors involved in the 
manufacture of ethanol in modern ethanol 
production facilities; 

<2> assess ethanol technology, production, 
and marketing advances that have enabled 
the ethanol industry to grow rapidly since 
the inception of the industry in 1980; 

<3> assess the economic impact on United 
States agriculture from fuel ethanol produc
tion from United States agricultural com
modities; 

(4) review and analyze the tradeoffs be
tween Federal production and marketing in
centives for fuel ethanol and other agricul
tural programs designed to enhance farm 
income and control agricultural production; 

<5> analyze the effect on the agricultural 
economy resulting from increasing levels of 
ethanol production, including increased em
ployment, increased tax receipts, expanded 

·economic activity, export potential of resid
ual products, and net costs or savings; 

< 6 > provide an analysis of the impact fuel 
ethanol production has on agricultural 
prices and farm income; and 

(7) analyze the effect of increased ethanol 
production on the balance of trade, energy 
security, and air quality in the United 
States. 

(d) Not later than 90 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the panel shall 
submit a report describing the results of the 
study to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives, the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
of the Senate, and the Secretary of Agricul
ture. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
seen the ethanol cost-effectiveness 
study and I have heard the comments 
of the distinguished Republican leader 
in this regard. The study raises some 
good points, and I have no objection to 
the amendment. 

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

DASCHLE). The Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I com

mend the distinguished Republican 
leader for a most constructive amend
ment. I think the information to be 
garnered by this panel will be very 
useful to all of us who are deeply in
terested in the ethanol situation. On 
this side, we accept the amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASS
LEY] be added as a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there further debate? If not, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 163) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. !53-CORRECTION 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that in amend
ment No. 153, which was passed on 
Wednesday, April 22, in sections 4 and 
5 of that amendment, the citations 
103AC(c)(l)(B) and 101AC(c)(l)(B) be 
corrected to read 103A(c)(l)(B) and 
101A(c)(l)(B), respectively. 

I know this is exciting. [Laughter.] 
Mr. President, this is simply to cor

rect an error in the citation that ap
pears in that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will not attempt to repeat that. 
[Laughter.] 

Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 164 
<Purpose: To require the Secretary of Agri

culture to submit a report to Congress if a 
marketing loan program is not established 
for the 1987 crop of wheat, feed grains, 
and soybeans.) 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the 

second amendment I offer is another 
study amendment, because I want to 
make sure the USDA understands that 
we are concerned about marketing 
loans for soybeans, feed grains, wheat, 
and other commodities which are not 
covered in the 1985 Farm Act. We 
have been discussing this with the Sec
retary of Agriculture and others in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

This amendment would require the 
Secretary of Agriculture to issue a 
report to the House and Senate Agri
culture Committees by July 1, explain
ing why he has not implemented a 
marketing loan for wheat, feed grains 
and soybeans, if he has not used his 
existing discretionary authority to do 
so. 

The report would require an analysis 
of the costs compared to the current 
program and ask for an anlaysis of the 
effectiveness of the marketing loan 
programs for cotton and rice. 

The Secretary would be required to 
explain what any expected differences 
would be between the effectiveness of 
a marketing loan for cotton and rice 
and a possible marketing loan for 
wheat, feed grains and soybeans. 

The report also requires the Secre
tary to analyze whether the generic 
certificate program result in the same 
effect for grain export pricing as 
would be achieved through a market
ing loan. 

BACKGROUND 
Mr. President, many of us feel a 

marketing loan for wheat, feed grains 
and soybeans would make these com
modities immediately competitive in 
world markets. The Secretary has au
thority to implement a marketing loan 
for these commodities, but has decided 
against using this authority. 

The cotton and rice programs have a 
marketing loan in place and exports of 
these commodities have picked up dra-

matically. If there is a reason why a 
marketing loan would not be as effec
tive for other commodities then we 
would like an analysis explaining why 
this would be so. 

We are also asking for an analysis of 
whether an aggressive use of the PIK 
Certificate Program could have the 
same effect for grain export pricing as 
using a marketing loan. 

Mr. President, I send the amend
ment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DoLE] pro
poses an amendment numbered 164. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
MARKETING LOAN REPORT 

SEc. ? . If a marketing loan program is not 
established for the 1987 crop of wheat, feed 
grains, and soybeans under sections 
107D(a)(5), 105C<a><4>, and 201<D<3> of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1445b-
3(a)(5), 1444e(c)(4), and 1446(i)(3)) before 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secre
tary of Agriculture, no later than July 1, 
1987, shall submit to the Committee on Ag
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry of the Senate, a report 
that contains-

< 1 > a statement of the reasons for not es
tablishing marketing loan programs for the 
1987 crop of wheat, feed grains, and soy
beans; 

<2> and comparison of-
<A> the cost of the price support and pro

duction control programs for the 1987 crop 
of wheat, feed grains, and soybeans; and 

(B) the cost of such programs if such mar
keting loan programs were established; 

(3) an analysis of the effectiveness of the 
existing marketing loan programs for cotton 
and rice; 

< 4) and comparison of-
<A> the effectiveness of the current mar

keting loan programs for cotton and rice; 
and 

<B> the effectiveness of marketing loan 
programs that could be established by the 
Secretary for wheat, feed grains, and soy
beans; and 

(5) an analysis of whether the generic cer
tificate program established by the Secre
tary produces the same effect on the price 
of exported grain as would be achieved by 
establishing marketing loan programs. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
CocHRAN] be added as a cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, during 
the long discussion we have had today 
about the marketing loan concept, 
many Senators have indicated that 

this may have validity with regard to 
crops other than cotton and rice. The 
marketing loans for cotton and rice 
were described by the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi as very suc
cessful programs. 

Criteria as to what constitutes a suc
cessful program for farmers, for the 
infrastructure of agriculture, for con
sumers, and for world trade are not 
clear cut for all Senators at this time. 
I commend the distinguished Republi
can leader for getting to the heart of 
the matter and requesting study of a 
number of possible areas for which 
Senators will want information. This 
subject will be revisited by the Senate 
Agriculture Committee. Hopefully, 
Senators will have this information 
before them before we become in
volved in a serious debate involving 
billions of dollars in the agricultural 
economy in the future. 

I accept the amendment. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the name of 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY] be added as a cospon
sor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment <No. 164) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 165 

<Purpose: To establish a soybean loan defi
ciency payment program and a sunflower 
price support program) 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
CONRAD), for himself, Mr. DoLE, and Mr. 
BURDICK, proposes an amendment number 
165. 
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
SUNFLOWER PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM 

SEc. . Effective for the 1987 through 
1990 crops of sunflowers, section 201 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1446) is 
amended-

( 1) in the first sentence, by inserting "sun
flowers," after "soybeans,"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(1)(1) The Secretary may support the 
price of sunflowers through loans and pur
chases for each of the 1987 through 1990 
crops of sunflowers at such level as the Sec
retary determines will take into account the 
historical price relationship between sun
flowers and soybeans, the prevailing loan 
level for soybeans, and the historical oil 
content of sunflowers and soybeans, except 
the level of loans and purchases may not be 
less than 8% cents per pound. 

"<2><A> The Secretary may permit a pro
ducer to repay a loan made under para
graph < 1) for a crop at a level that is the 
lesser of-

"(i) the loan level determined for such 
crop; or 

"(ii) the prevailing world market price for 
sunflowers, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(B) If the Secretary permits a producer 
to repay a loan in accordance with subpara
graph <A>, the Secretary shall prescribe by 
regulation-

"(i) a formula to define the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers; and 

"(ii) a mechanism by which the Secretary 
shall announce periodically the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers. 

"(3) If producers are permitted to repay 
loans for a crop of soybeans under subsec
tion <D at a level that is less than the full 
amount of the loan, the Secretary shall-

"<A> make loans and purchases available 
for the crop of sunflowers in accordance 
with paragraph (1); and 

"(B) permit producers to repay loans for 
the crop in accordance with paragraph (2). 

"(4)(A) The Secretary may, for each of 
the 1987 through 1990 crops of sunflowers, 
make payments available to producers who, 
although eligible to obtain a loan or pur
chase agreement under paragraph < 1), agree 
to forgo obtaining such loan or agreement 
in return for such payments. 

"(B) A payment under this paragraph 
shall be computed by multiplying-

"(i) the loan payment rate; by 
"(ii) the quantity of sunflowers the pro

ducer is eligible to plant under loan. 
"(C) For purposes of this paragraph, the 

loan payment rate shall be not less than the 
amount by which-

"(i) the loan level determined for such 
crop under paragraph < 1 >; exceeds 

"(ii) the level at which a loan may be 
repaid under this subsection. 

"(0) At the option of the Secretary, pay
ments to a producer under this paragraph 
shall be made in the form of cash or negoti
able certificates redeemable for any agricul
tural commodity owned by the Corporation, 
or any combination thereof. 

"(5) For purposes of this subsection, the 
marketing year of sunflowers shall be pre
scribed by the Secretary by regulation. 

"(6)(A) The Secretary shall make a pre
liminary announcement of the level of price 
support for sunflowers for a marketing year 
not earlier than 30 days before the begin
ning of the marketing year. The announced 
level shall be based on the latest informa
tion and statistics available at the time of 
the announcement. 

"(B) The Secretary shall make a final an
nouncement of such level as soon as com
plete information and statistics are avail
able on prices for the 5 years preceding the 
beginning of the marketing year. Such final 
level of support may not be announced later 
than 30 days after the beginning of the mar
keting year with respect to which the an
nouncement is made. The final level of sup
port may not be less than the level of sup
port provided for in the preliminary an
nouncement. 

"(7) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary shall not require par
ticipation in any production adjustment 
program for sunflowers or any other com
modity as a condition of eligibility for price 
support for sunflowers.". 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is 
a very simple amendment. It is a pro
tective amendment. It is an amend
ment that provides discretionary au
thority for the Secretary of Agricul
ture to establish a marketing loan pro
gram for the 1987-90 crops. But, more 
important, it requires that if the Sec
retary would exercise his discretion to 
invoke a marketing loan program for 
soybeans that he do the same thing 
for sunflowers. 

Sunflower growers have never had, 
nor in the past wanted, a sunflower 
program. However, the current world 
price situation in the edible oils mar
kets and the potential for Federal 
Government action to completely de
stroy the sunflower industry in the 
United States requires standby au
thority. And that is precisely what 
this is, it is a standby authority. 

Since 1981, acreage planted to sun
flowers has declined from 5.9 to 1.9 
million acres in the country, a decline 
of nearly 70 percent. 

This is the minimum level at which 
a domestic sunflower industry can sur
vive. I want to emphasize that. We are 
now at the minimum acreage for the 
sunflower industry in the country to 
survive. 

It is possible that the Secretary of 
Agriculture will initiate a marketing 
loan program for soybeans. I think it 
is unlikely but it is possible. 

The pressure for such action stems 
from the rapid erosion of the competi
tive position of U.S. producers in soy
bean markets. Initiating a market loan 
would restore our market position and 
reduce the cost of the loan program 
for soybeans in the long run. 

However, while such a program 
would guarantee soybean growers a 
reasonable price, it would push the 
world price of edible oils down, slash
ing sunflower oil prices, and driving 
the domestic sunflower industry into 
bankruptcy. 

This amendment requires no budget 
outlays. Only in the event that a soy-

bean marketing loan is implemented 
would there be some cost. 

The bottom line is that our amend
ment is designed to protect an indus
try which is important to our State 
and other States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this is a 
no-cost amendment. I understand it is 
purely defensive, partly triggered by 
the debate we have had today. It 
would answer questions of the Secre
tary's intent in the future in this area. 

I have no objection to the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from North Dako
ta's amendment draws attention to the 
fact that changes in one crop may 
bring about changes for other crops. 
In the case of sunflowers, the market
ing loan for soybeans would have dis
astrous consequences without some de
fensive mechanism. We perceive this 
amendment to be a purely defensive 
option. It points out the fact that the 
Secretary of Agriculture, under cur
rent law, has the authority to institute 
a marketing loan for soybeans. The 
amendment would provide equity be
tween those two groups. 

For that reason, we are prepared to 
support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

The amendment <No. 165) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, we can 
all appreciate the hard toll last year's 
natural disasters took on our Nation's 
agricultural producers. If we had a 
vital, vigorous agriculture economy, 
farmers and ranchers might survive 
hail and other natural catastrophes. 
But it has been a long time since the 
farming sector has had a healthy year, 
and without Federal assistance many 
of Colorado's growers would have been 
faced with imminent bankruptcy fol
lowing my State's own natural disas
ter. 

Colorado was not spared last sum
mer's rash of natural disasters. As I 
mentioned yesterday, April 22, in 
debate on the floor, during the first 
week of August, three hailstorms 
pounded the counties of Weld, Lar
imer, Logan, and Boulder, causing 
more than $24.3 million in crop 
damage. The following weekend, I vis
ited with farmers in this area and was 
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astounded at the competitiveness of 
the destruction-! walked through 
corn fields in which the crop had been 
so severely damaged that it was unrec
ognizable. 

I believe last year's Congress acted 
responsibly in enacting legislation 
which provided $400 million in partial 
relief from the hail, flood, drought, 
and heat losses suffered by America's 
farmers and ranchers. This assistance 
was certainly not overly generous, re
placing only losses in excess of 50 per
cent of a farmer's total production. 
And it was made less generous when 
the costs of the program exceeded last 
year's appropriation by $135 million
reducing farmer's assistance to 37 
cents for every dollar lost to natural 
catastrophes. 

In the past, I understand that the 
beneficiaries of the disaster payment 
program have been primarily produc
ers of program crops-those crops eli
gible to receive price and income sup
port from the Department of Agricul
ture. However, the program enacted 
for the 1986 producers also included 
provisions giving assistance to the non
program crop producer-an unusual 
but welcome addition, and for which 
many Colorado producers are deeply 
appreciative. 

However, it seems to me that one 
group of producers was inadvertently 
excluded from receiving disaster assist
ance. These are those farmers who 
grow program crops-such as corn or 
wheat-but who have chosen not to 
participate in the Federal price sup
port programs. 

These producers are not less deserv
ing of disaster assistance than the 
grower of speciality crops and vegeta
bles. In Colorado, many of the produc
ers in the hail-damaged area grew corn 
to use as feed for livestock-as you 
may know, cattle is an important in
dustry for my State. These farmers ex
perienced just as much destruction 
from last August's hailstorm as did 
their neighbors who grew vegetables 
or participated in the Federal price
income support programs. 

I believe that this is a problem 
which needs to be examined further. I 
respectfully request that the Agricul
ture Committee look into this problem 
and propose solutions which I hope we 
could act on in the near future. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
sympathetic to the concern of the 
Senator from Colorado for his feed 
grain producers whose crops were seri
ously damaged by hailstorms last year. 
It is always my wish to help farmers 
who were affected by natural disaster. 

The Senator from Colorado is cor
rect in pointing out that many of the 
farmers who received benefits from 
last year's disaster program were pro
ducers on nonprogram crops. However, 
that leads to another important point: 
There were no programs in which 
those producers could participate. 

As the Senator from Colorado 
knows, there are programs for feed 
grains producers. These programs 
have been established for many years. 
Feed grains producers in the State of 
Colorado have every right and oppor
tunity to participate in that program. 
They also have every right not to par
ticipate. 

I fear that rewarding producers who 
do not participate in the farm pro
grams-even though they have suf
fered unfortunate crop losses-with 
the same benefits conferred on pro
gram participants would be very bad 
policy-especially in these very diffi
cult times. 

I think it would be useful, however 
to explore with the Senator of Colora
do whether his livestock producers 
who grow their own grain for feed 
could get some relief from USDA 
through an emergency feed program. 
USDA has broad authority to adminis
ter such a program. I would be happy 
to work with the Senator from Colora
do on this matter. 

Mr. President, I think that we are 
very-1 almost hate to say this-1 
think there is a strong possibility that 
we are near completion of this bill. 
There are a couple of other points. 

Unless someone else seeks recogni
tion, I was just going to suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 166 

(Purpose: To revise the basis for computa
tion of emergency compensation for the 
1986 crop of feed grains and to require 
that the compensation be payable in the 
form of negotiable certificates) 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DoLE] for 
himself and Mr. GRASSLEY proposes an 
amendment numbered 166. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
EMERGENCY COMPENSATION FOR 1986 CROP OF 

FEED GRAINS 
Section 105C(c)0)(D) of the Agricultural 

Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1444e(c)(1)(D)) is 
amended-

(1) in clause (ii), by striking out "market
ing year for such crop" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "first 5 months of the marketing 
year for the 1986 crop and the marketing 
year for each of the 1987 through 1990 
crops."; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new clause: 

" (iii) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, established price payments for the 
1986 crop of feed grains under this subpara
graph shall be payable in the form of nego
tiable certificates redeemable for a commod
ity owned by the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration.". 

FEED GRAIN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, Senators 

GRASSLEY, KARNES, and I are offering 
an amendment to make the final por
tion of the 1986 feedgrain deficiency 
payments immediately available. Ad
vancing feedgrain payments will allow 
producers to receive money now when 
spring credit needs are greatest, in
stead of in October, as established in 
the 1985 farm bill. 

The 1985 farm bill mandates feed
grain deficiency payments to be calcu
lated by subtracting the difference be
tween the target price and the season 
average price. This means for the 1986 
corn crop, final deficiency payments 
would not be made until October 1987 
since feedgrain producers are on a 
September to August marketing year. 

The method established in this 
amendment would calculate feedgrain 
deficiency payments for the 1986 crop 
on a 5-month weighted average price, 
as was the case prior to the passage of 
the 1985 farm bill. 

A HELPFUL CHANGE 
Mr. President, I would underscore 

that this change in the method of cal
culating feedgrain deficiency pay
ments will provide producers with $2.7 
billion in income payments during 
spring planting, when credit needs will 
be greatest. The proposal has no 
impact on overall Government outlays 
since the feedgrain deficiency pay
ments will be made regardless of 
whether payments are made now or in 
October. We are simply trying to ad
vance the money to the farmer 
sooner-the amount would be the 
same but he would have it sooner. 

DEFICIT IMPACT 
Some of my colleagues may raise the 

concern that the amendment would 
raise the 1987 budget deficit by $2.7 
billion since the funds are being trans
ferred from fiscal year 1988 into fiscal 
year 1987. I would simply state this is 
a unique situation since the amend
ment would also decrease the fiscal 
year 1988 budget deficit by the same 
amount. In effect, there is no increase 
in Government spending over a 2-year 
period and adoption of the amend
ment would be a significant help to 
many cash-strapped farmers . 

EQUITY 
This change would also ensure 

equity between commodity programs 
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since Congress did pass similar legisla
tion prior to adjournment of the 99th 
session for wheat. Congress made the 
change for wheat since the level of the 
deficiency payment was known to be 
the difference between the target 
price and the adjusted loan rate. The 
same situation now exists for feed 
grains. We should not discriminate 
against feed grains simply because 
they have a different growing season. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, this is a one-time 
change that will be important to corn 
and other feedgrain producers. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in
dicate that this would advance the 
final portion of the 1986 deficiency 
payment for feed grains instead of de
laying to October 1. 

I have already indicated to the man
agers it is fairly obvious from the pre
vious vote that we are not going to 
succeed because even though we are 
talking about whether it happens 
during this fiscal year or the next 
fiscal year, we are charged with the 
cost. 

I would say to the credit of my dis
tinguished colleague from Iowa, Sena
tor GRASSLEY, I do not know how 
many hours he met with CBO and 
USDA and other officials for the last 3 
days trying to figure out some way to 
help the farmer and at the same time 
get by the budget point of order. 

I think we have so far been unable 
to resolve that rather sticky problem. 

It would seem to me at this point 
rather than to offer the amendment, 
to have the debate, and since we prob
ably know what the outcome is going 
to be because we are talking about in
creasing the fiscal year 1987 deficit, it 
is fairly obvious we are not going to 
get a favorable vote and probably 
should not under those circumstances. 

But in checking with the House, I 
am advised that there may be a House 
bill coming over to do precisely the 
same thing. It may be subject to the 
same point of order in the House. It 
may not pass the House, but if it 
comes over then we will be back to re
visit this and obviously the Senator 
from Iowa and others could amend 
other Senate bills as they are brought 
up whether it is in the supplemental 
or some other bill. 

Let me indicate that I do not intend 
to pursue the amendment at this time. 
Others may wish to pursue the amend
ment. I do not intend to pursue the 
amendment. 

This is a matter of concern to many 
farmers. This would help a lot of 
farmers save on interest costs and, in 
cases where they cannot borrow 
money, would permit them to have the 
money at an earlier date. It would be 
of immeasurable benefit not just to 
farmers but to rural communities 
throughout the Midwest. 

Having said that and having had the 
experience of vote counting around 

here for a while, I withdraw the 
amendment. 

I thank both the managers for their 
patience and willingness to try to help 
us work out some way around the 
budget problem, but as yet, we have 
not been able to do that. We will con
tinue to pursue that effort and it may 
be my colleague from Iowa will want 
to comment on his efforts. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
issue is simple. Only trying to find a 
way of solving a simple issue around 
here does not turn out to be so simple, 
particularly under Gramm-Rudman. 

But all we did in 1986, before the an
nouncement of the farm program in 
deciding how the deficiency payment 
would be paid for various feedgrain 
programs, we put off the last payment 
into October 1987 so it would be 
charged against fiscal year 1988. 

Now, why did we do that? We did 
that, quite frankly, so it would be 
easier for us to get to Gramm-Rudman 
targets for the fiscal year we are in, 
1987. 

Now, it is not going to cost taxpayers 
any more whether or not this money is 
paid out after October 1 or whether it 
is paid out sometime before September 
30 of this year. But the way CBO is 
costing these things, they are saying 
that there is a cost to this. The people 
in the USDA are saying that there is 
no cost. So for several hours yesterday 
and today, we have been working with 
CBO and USDA people trying to 
figure out how there could be a cost to 
this thing, and we could not get a reso
lution of it so that we could come 
before this body and not be subject to 
the waiver or even to · a violation of our 
own commitment to the people of 
staying within the Gramm-Rudman 
targets that we have committed our
selves to. 

But I think we ought to understand 
that Gramm-Rudman is all done in 
1990 or 1991, whenever it is, the adop
tion of this amendment today would 
not end up costing the taxpayers one 
more penny than it otherwise would. 

So, as Senator DoLE said, as we dis
cuss this issue right this very minute 
on the floor of this body, the Agricul
ture Committee of the other body is 
considering doing exactly the same 
thing. Now, it is also my understand
ing that they are running into the 
same problems we do of how do you 
cost this out so it is not charged as a 
future deficit to 1987, even though 
long term there is not one more penny 
cost to the taxpayers. 

I would suggest that, as far as I am 
concerned, even after hours of conver
sation with CBO and USDA not being 
able to resolve this, I am not satisfied 
that there is not a solution to it. I 
hope for one or two things, either on 
another vehicle on the floor of this 
body we can offer this amendment and 
have it not be subject to a point of 
order, or that by the time the House 

provision gets over here we will have it 
worked out. 

But I think we ought to all under
stand that this is not an attempt to 
put more money in the pockets of the 
farmers of the United States, because 
in the final analysis it is not going to 
put one more penny in the pockets of 
farmers, except it is going to allow $2 
billion-plus that would be paid on Oc
tober 1 to be paid a little earlier. And 
within just a few weeks, we are going 
to be discussing here the Farm Credit 
System problems that are before us. 
There is a general problem with a 
large percentage of the farmers get
ting the operating capital that they 
need. And this sort of money being ad
vanced now at this point for a large 
percentage of the farmers at least in 
the upper Middle West would solve a 
considerable amount of credit prob
lems that we have. So I hope we can 
work this out in the future. I compli
ment Senator DoLE for bringing the 
issue before this body at this time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Kansas and the Senator 
from Iowa raise an important issue. I 
have discussed it with them. We dis
cussed it yesterday and again today. 
As the Senator from Iowa has just 
said, hours were spent on both days in 
trying to work out an appropriate pro
cedure. 

The Senator from Kansas, who is 
certainly one of the most knowledgea
ble Members of this body on what may 
or may not pass, has pointed out that 
as an amendment to this bill the 
amendment would not in all likelihood 
pass. This does not mean that we 
should not examine this issue. 

But the Senator from Kansas is ab
solutely right in raising the issue as is 
the Senator from Iowa. We will con
tinue to look at this issue. It is a 
matter of concern to me as chairman 
of the committee. We will continue to 
look at it and determine whether in a 
different form, and on a different bill, 
it may be an appropriate matter to 
come before the body. I will certainly 
pledge to both Senators that I will 
work with them any way I can to look 
at this issue. 

I do appreciate their consideration, 
both of the Senate and of this particu
lar bill, in offering and then withdraw
ing the amendment. It is a great help 
to all of us. I want them to know that 
it is a matter of concern to me and 
that I will work with them to address 
the issues that have been very proper
ly raised here on the floor. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I wish 
to join the chairman in expressing ap
preciation to the distinguished Repub
lican leader and to Senator GRASSLEY 
for raising this issue. My own recollec
tion is that, at the time of the consid
eration of the 1985 farm bill, we came 
near the end of conference with a cost 
estimated to be about $55 billion over 
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3 years. That figure pales in compari
sion with what the actual costs are 
going to be if they are $25 billion a 
year over 3 years. 

Nevertheless, there was an attempt 
in the farm bill conference to cut the 
total cost of the farm bill by $3 billion 
during the first 3 years. One of the 
methods adopted was to delay the 
timing of deficiency payments. 

The money is owed to farmers. The 
Senator from Iowa has stated that cor
rectly. The payments will have an 
impact in his State and my State and 
other States that have a large number 
of corn farmers, with regard to farm 
credit and the agricultural infrastruc
ture. 

But I appreciate the fact that the 
distinguished Senators have carefully 
studied this problem and decided to 
withdraw this amendment so that the 
Senate Agriculture Committee and the 
House Agriculture Committee may 
consider its impact. 

The problem that the managers of 
this bill have faced is the potential for 
the introduction of costly, major 
amendments to a very narrow disaster 
bill. Due to the thoughtfulness of the 
distinguished Senators from Kansas 
and Iowa, we have averted that prob
lem on an issue that must be revisited. 
I congratulate them for raising it and 
for giving us the opportunity to review 
the situation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Republican leader has the right to 
withdraw the amendment. The amend
ment is still in order. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
to withdraw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has that right. Without objec
tion, the amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not want to delay things, but I want to 
tell the managers I am waiting for an 
analysis of an amendment that I was 
going to offer that I will not offer. So 
I will need about 3 or 4 minutes short
ly to just give an analysis of what that 
amendment would have done. Obvi
ously, in the outyears, it would have 
been subject to a point of order as I 
analyzed it myself, so clearly I would 
not have offered it. 

While I wait for the explanation of 
my amendment, which will be here 
shortly, I do want to indicate for the 
REcORD, while I was not on the floor 
when the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Senator 
CHILES, in his behalf and I believe he 
included my name as a joint movant 
with reference to the soybean amend
ment, indicated that he wanted to 
make a point of order that it violated 
the Budget Act, I clearly compliment 
him for that and do now indicate that 
I am pleased that it worked. 

I am very pleased that the Senate 
overwhelmingly indicated that we do 
not want to add significant numbers of 
billions of dollars to this bill, in viola-

tion of the Budget Act and in violation 
of the budget resolution and all that 
comes with it. 

I am sure that the result of that vote 
has caused a number of amendments, 
which would have done as much 
damage or more in terms of dollars to 
this year's budget and to the process, 
to not be offered. I think the Senate 
sent a very clear signal that they do 
not want to use this bill to add to the 
budget deficit, nor do they want to use 
it to significantly modify the farm pro
gram in terms of costs here and now 
on the floor at this time. 

Mr. President, again I do not intend 
to delay much longer, but I do say to 
the managers that I do need another 4 
or 5 minutes and I will return and 
make my statement. 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator would 
yield, we also have, I think, one re
maining technical amendment which 
is also going to take 2 or 3 minutes. I 
note that the Senator from New 
Mexico is not going to go forward with 
his amendment. I agree absolutely 
with his reasons for this. Once we take 
care of the technical amendment and 
have the comments from the Senator 
from New Mexico, I see no remaining 
business left and we would then be 
able to go to final passage. 

I explained this for the benefit of 
Members who might have recently 
come into the Chamber. 

I have not heard a request for the 
yeas and nays on final passage. Should 
anybody want them on this side, 
please let me know. But I do not know 
of any request, nor do I intend to ask 
for any. 

With that, Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO 16 7 

<Purpose: To achieve uniformity in the com
putation of disaster payments for all com
modities by basing the computation of 
peanut and soybean disaster acreage on 
1986 planting) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf 
of Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. BOREN, Mr. BUMP
ERS, and I ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY), 

for himself, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. BoREN, and Mr. 
BUMPERS, proposes an amendment num
bered 167. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DIXON). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, insert the following 

new section: 

SUPPLEMENTAL PEANUT AND SOYBEAN 
PAYMENTS 

SEc. 7. Section 633(B)(a)(5)(B)(ii) of the 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Relat
ed Agencies Appropriations Act, 1987, as in
cluded in section 10Ha> of Public Laws 99-
500 and 99-591, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new sentence as follows: "Not
withstanding the preceding language of this 
clause with respect to the 1986 crops of pea
nuts and soybeans, with respect to produc
ers of such commodities whose 1985 plant
ings were prevented or below normal levels 
because of rotation practices carried out by 
such producers, the limitation shall be 
based upon the historical plantings of such 
commodities as determined by the local 
committee established under section 8<b> of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act 06 U.S. 590h(b)): Provided, That 
the supplemental payments authorized by 
the enactment of this sentence may be 
made only to the extent such payments are 
provided for in advance in an appropriation 
Act: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of Public Laws 99-500 
and 99-591, applications for such payments 
shall be filed by May 31, 1987.". 

On page 4, line 20, strike out "section 5" 
and insert in lieu thereof "sections 5, 6, and 
7". 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
BuMPERS of Arkansas be added as a co
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment that is offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN], and others noted, to cor
rect again an inadvertent involvement 
with the peanut program caused by 
the inclusion of an earlier amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor this amendment 
and to have participated in its draft
ing. It will offer protection against in
equitable treatment for certain soy
bean farmers who suffered losses due 
to natural disasters in 1986. 

In 1987, many producers in Arkansas 
have attempted to qualify for disaster 
payments authorized in the continuing 
appropriations bill of late 1986. These 
were to be commodity certficate pay
ments, not loans, to be made to pro
ducers who lost more than 50 percent 
of their crop due to drought, flood, or 
other natural disasters in 1986. Be
sides the 50 percent loss threshold, a 
producer had to be in a designated dis
aster county and had to grow of the el
igible crops. 

A curious provision in the law limit
ed the amount of eligible soybean 
acres on which a loss could be claimed 
to no more than the acreage planted 
with the same crop in 1985. This par
ticular rule was a prohibiting factor 
for many producers in Arkansas who 
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suffered sizeable losses in 1986, but 
who didn't plant soybeans in 1985. The 
ASCS in Arkansas estimates that 30 to 
50 producers fell into this category. 

In the northeastern part of my 
State, a very wet winter in 1984-85 
prevented farmers from planting 
winter wheat. The loss of the wheat 
planting eliminated the wheat/soy
bean rotation normally practiced, and 
forced many farmers to plant milo as a 
compatible substitute. Also, many pro
ducers throughout eastern Arkansas 
switched to milo in 1985 as part of a 
necessary rotation for protection 
against cyst nematodes. Cyst nema
todes are a major problem for soy
beans in Arkansas, and milo can be 
used as an effective rotation crop be
cause the farming practices and 
chemicals used are compatible and be
cause milo is a nonhost plant for nem
atodes. However, in both examples, be
cause of the 1985 rotation, the law 
prevented compensation for losses suf
fered in 1986 soybean crops. 

Mr. President, it is simply not equi
table to provide relief to a producer 
who grew soybeans in 1985 and deny 
that same relief to his neighbor who 
did not. Both suffered disasters. If a 
producer had been able to stay with 
the crop he grew in 1985, he would 
have gotten relief. Yet if he couldn't, 
even because of circumstances beyond 
his control, he was put into a different 
class and therefore denied relief. 

This amendment will correct this in
equity and allow 1986 disaster compen
sation for soybean producers whose 
1985 plantings were below normal 
levels or totally prevented because of 
necessary rotation practices. I certain
ly believe this is a fair and necessary 
change, and I urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, we are 

prepared to support this technical 
amendment on our side. We appreciate 
the careful draftsmanship of the 
amendment so that the acreage is de
termined on a historical basis as op
posed to the problem of basing it on a 
specific year. Because of this careful 
draftsmanship, we are prepared to 
support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]. 

The amendment <No. 167) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is 
now the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is advised that, 
if there are no further amendments to 
be proposed, the Chair is prepared to 
consider the bill on third reading. 

Mr. LEAHY. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the en
grossment of the amendments and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have 

had third reading. Again, I should 
note it is not my intention to ask for a 
rollcall for final passage. But I under
stand that the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico intends to speak on 
this bill. So we may want to hold 
debate open for him. 

I note, Mr. President, that I am ex
tremely grateful to the chief of staff 
of the Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Charles Riemenschneider, who has 
worked so hard on this bill. I am also 
extremely grateful to the general 
counsel of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, John Podesta, and to 
Carolyn Brickey, Bob Young, Bill 
Gillon, Mary Dunbar, Ed Barron, 
Leslie Dach, and Chis Coffin, who 
each had to pitch in and work on some 
very significant parts of this bill. This 
process has been especially difficult as 
we have had a number of amendments 
that came up that had not been con
sidered in committee. 

They have, of course, been ably as
sisted by the Republican side of the 
committee, with staff chief Chuck 
Conner and counsel Tom Clark and 
others on the Republican side, who 
have worked very hard with them. 

I should also note-and it is some
thing that I have seen during 13 years 
in the Senate-that there is usually 
more bipartisan spirit displayed in 
these agricultural bills than in other 
types of legislation. 

I note for the record my personal ap
preciation of the Senator from Indi
ana. Senator LUGAR and I have worked 
closely all the time he has been in the 
Senate on agriculture matters. It has 
been an association that I have appre
ciated. I am especially appreciative of 
his efforts in trying to get this piece of 
legislation passed. I think we have 
demonstrated to the Senate that we 
are very, very serious about having 
farm legislation come up that address
es the point it is intended to address. 
We will have appropriate hearings on 
other issues, many of which are of 
great concern, some of which will be 
hotly debated. But these issues will be 
brought up in the regular course of 
business. We will be able to tell the 
Senate that we will vote on legislation 
that reflects what it was intended to 
reflect. We will be able to tell the 

Senate that we will not rewrite major 
farm bills on the floor of the Senate; 
and, that we will conduct our business 
in the appropriate fashion through 
the committee in hearings and then 
bring the bills to the floor. I appreci
ate very much my good friend from 
Indiana and his help in that regard. 

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I deeply 

appreciate the distinguished chairman 
mentioning the excellent staff work 
on his side of the aisle and paying trib
ute likewise to Chuck Conner. He is 
the staff director on our side. I would 
like to mention specifically by name 
Tom Clark, Charlie Oellermann, and 
Dave Johnson as those who did an ex
ceptionally good job-as the chairman 
pointed out-in fielding a good 
number of amendments, and modified 
of course some amendments that 
might have been debilitating to this 
legislation. 

Let me just point out again my ap
preciation to the chairman and remind 
him of the opportunity we had to 
work together when he was the chair
man of the subcommittee on general 
legislation of the Agriculture Commit
tee when he first came to the Senate. I 
was then the ranking member and 
working on CFTC and FIFRA legisla
tion. In those days it offered us ample 
opportunity to deal with complex 
issues. I appreciate especially our asso
ciation now and his chairmanship of 
this committee. 

I think he has made an essential 
point that I would reiterate: At the 
time the farm legislation came to the 
floor of the Senate last year, and for 
that matter the year before that, 
there was a general expectation
"Katie bar the door" -that almost 
anything was fair game. The thought 
in fact was a very defensive one-that 
farm legislation should never come to 
the floor unless one anticipated a 
budgetary catastrophe or at least 
something veering out of control that 
was beyond the management of the 
bill or beyond the Senate's control. 

I think that this situation is unfortu
nate for American agriculture. It just 
seems to me that the committee, in its 
consideration of the two pieces of leg
islation which have been debated 
before the Senate recently, narrowly 
defined the objectives of the bills and 
kept amendments within those bounds 
during committee consideration. We 
are now trying to persuade fellow Sen
ators that the responsible way to 
handle agricultural legislation, as well 
as any other kind of legislation, is to 
take one issue at a time, with careful 
hearings, good background, and testi
mony. 

This legislation we have considered 
in the last 2 days was widely predicted 
as a so-called vehicle on which tens of 
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amendments might be grafted. In fact, 
as we know, tens were drafted by legis
lative counsel, and offered to cover the 
whole gamut of American agriculture 
without proper consideration of their 
ramifications. I am grateful to my col
leagues and to the chairman for steer
ing this bill in a way in which it very 
narrowly focused on disaster relief, 
which was the intent of the bill. I am 
further grateful to the chairman for 
his assurances that many major prob
lems that were not addressed today 
will in fact be taken up in the commit
tee in due course after hearings and 
full debate. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
have two matters. First, I think we are 
all aware of the Immigration Reform 
and Control Act as it relates to mi
grant workers and agriculture. Frank
ly, I am thoroughly amazed at the reg
ulations that have just been promul
gated with reference to what kind of 
agricultural activities are going to be 
covered by special agricultural workers 
and which are not, and they are very, 
very specific. 

For instance, just thinking of one, 
according to the Department of Agri
culture, harvesting Christmas trees is 
a migrant type of work but harvesting 
alfalfa is not. They are all over the wa
terfront. Frankly, I believe for many 
parts of this country and for many 
Senators who voted for the special ag
ricultural worker exemption they are 
going to be amazed when they read 
those regulations and see that for 
many temporary farm-type activities, 
agriculture in the purest sense, these 
early promulgated rules are going to 
exclude them and include many 
others. 

Now, I would have offered an 
amendment today to clarify it, but I 
think it is a little premature. I think 
many of us will communicate, I am 
sure many Senators will when they 
hear from their farm communities, 
about the distinctions without differ
ences, the inclusions and the exclu
sions. 

So I think maybe the Senator from 
New Mexico will just serve notice 
today to the Secretary that I really be
lieve they ought to do some thinking 
about those regulations as to migrant 
worker availability and either be more 
general or, if they are going to be spe
cific, start considering which parts of 
agriculture they are excluding that 
many clearly thought were included. 
That is one point, and I will not offer 
the amendment today. 

Now, Mr. President, I do want to 
make a general comment about a por
tion of this bill as it pertains to budg
eting because it never ceases to amaze 
me how we find new ways to pay for 
things. I think some expect new book-

keeping and new scoring mechanisms 
to perhaps make it easier to spend 
more money and yet not spend more 
money, if the Presiding Officer under
stands what I am saying. 

So before we wind this bill up, I 
want to make a few points that relate 
to the budget and appropriations proc
esses. I believe this discussion is both 
important and very relevant while we 
are dealing with this matter. 

This bill does something that we 
never before did in Congress. It au
thorizes payments with PIK certifi
cates that are subject to appropria
tions. 

Now, we have paid people with PIK 
certificates. I think we all understand 
it is almost a new kind of currency. As 
a matter of fact, I think it is, indeed, 
part of the St. Louis exchange. They 
have some activities in PIK certifi
cates, a new kind of market. 

But let me repeat, we have never 
used PIK certificates to pay for some
thing and then suggest that the PIK 
certificates would be appropriated 
when you consider their origin. Their 
origin is part of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation [CCCJ, which is an enti
tlement program. 

I understand that these generic PIK 
certificates are very popular among 
the farm and agricultural industry, so 
popular, as I indicated, that they have 
evolved into their own new and grow
ing form of currency. 

It is not my purpose here to question 
this new form of currency. I think 8 or 
9 months ago on the floor of the 
Senate one evening I reminded the 
Senate that we are going to get into 
some kind of big problem; we were 
paying for disaster relief that evening 
as I recall with PIK certificates. But I 
do have some concerns, and I want to 
make them very clear, that the appro
priation of PIK certificates should be 
handled, in my opinion, just like any 
other discretionary appropriation. 
Since we are breaking new ground, I 
want my comments to be clear. I am 
not speaking now for the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Chairman 
CHILES. I have not had a chance to go 
over this with him. But clearly in my 
mind when we get around to appropri
ating on this bill, so there will be no 
misunderstanding at least from my 
standpoint on how the appropriation 
of PIK certificates will be scored, I be
lieve the appropriation of PIK certifi
cates should be handled just like any 
other discretionary appropriation. 

At first blush this bill, in the context 
of the budget, looks very good. That is, 
it is an authorization bill that is sub
ject to appropriations. 

Many might say, "Why should the 
Budget Committee not be very pleased 
with that. That is what you want. You 
do not want anything to be automatic. 
You want it to be appropriated. So 
this is an authorizing bill subject to 
appropriations." 

In fact, some might say, "Isn't that 
the way the budget process wants it to 
be?" The answer is "Yes." The prob
lem is that PIK certificates show up in 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
[CCCJ account, an account which is an 
entitlement and has its own very spe
cial scoring rules. 

Mr. President, to fully explain I 
must first describe CCC scoring. 

The CCC receives its farm price sup
port funds from two sources: Author
ity to borrow from the Treasury up to 
a limit of $25 billion outstanding at 
any one time, and authority to enter 
into contracts up to any amount. 
These two sources are permanently 
available to CCC under substantive 
law without the need for any Appro
priations Committee action. In any 
given fiscal year, the amount of usage 
from either or both sources makes up 
the budget authority level for the 
CCC. 

It is important for CCC to have 
available enough borrowing author
ity-as opposed to contract authority
to cover its commitments. 

Since the amount of borrowing au
thority available to the CCC is limited 
by law to $25 billion, it happens from 
time to time that the CCC does not 
have enough unencumbered borrowing 
authority to carry on its business. In 
that situation, the administration re
quests a "reimbursement for net real
ized losses" the effect of which is to 
free up borrowing authority so CCC 
can do its work while at the same time 
reducing the amount of contract au
thority CCC would have to use. 

Thus, enactment of a reimburse
ment for net realized losses does noth
ing more than adjust the mix between 
borrowing authority and contract au
thority within the existing budget au
thority total. 

For that reason, Mr. President, we 
do not score an appropriation to reim
burse CCC for net realized losses as in
creasing the total budget authority 
level available to CCC. Only the mix 
of funds changes within the total. 
This means, of course, that outlays are 
not changed by such action. It also fol
lows that no point of order would lie 
under section 311 for a reimbursement 
for net realized losses for the CCC. 

Now to the issue at hand. If the ap
propriators fund a discretionary pro
gram-like the one authorized in this 
bill-by earmarking funds that are ap
propriated for CCC net realized losses, 
the additional discretionary spending 
is not counted. 

This should not be the case. And the 
Senate should insist that discretionary 
spending, such as provided for in this 
bill, be offset. 

I have an amendment that would 
have taken care of the problem of pro
viding a funding offset for this bill. 
My amendment would have trans
ferred funds from an account which 
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had already been appropriated 
money-the Fm.HA Emergency Disas
ter Loan Program. This amendment is 
a simple and straight forward way of 
paying for the additional spending au
thorized by this bill. It is probably the 
fastest and surest way of getting the 
assistance to those farmers who need 
it. 

Because my amendment would 
transfer funds from a loan program to 
a direct payment program, there 
would be a small increase in out-year 
budget authority and outlays and, 
therefore, the amendment itself would 
be subject to a section 303 budget act 
point of order. 

Because of this, I will not offer my 
amendment. 

But I want everyone to be clear on 
this next point-especially the chair
man and ranking members of the Ap
propriations Committee. When we 
eventually get around to appropriating 
these PIK certificates for this bill 
they will be scored as regular budget 
authority and outlays and must be 
offset or be subject to a budget act 
point of order. 

Now, I want to close by saying it is 
my hope that we do not find another 
way to appropriate just because these 
are PIK certificates out of the CCC. I 
hope that we account for the cost of 
them just like we do other discretion
ary appropriated items. It may be 
funny money, as some people think, 
but it is real bucks. And it should be 
scored as such. 

The issuance of PIK certificates cost 
real taxpayers' dollars. We issue these 
certificates called payment-in-kind cer
tificates, and there is no way of get
ting around the fact that we give real 
money, real taxpayers' dollars. I hope 
that we do not use this to find another 
circuitous way of saying it really is not 
to be charged against the Appropria
tions Committee in the appropriations 
accounts. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I think 
that is it. I ask for final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? 

So the bill <H.R. 1157), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. LUGAR. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
all my colleagues. I am pleased to say 
that this is now the second piece of ag
riculture legislation we have been able 
to pass in the past few weeks relatively 
unscathed, keeping within the param
eters that the bill was originally de
signed. I hope the other body will 
accept the changes we have made. I 
am not going to ask for conferees to be 
appointed; the House may be able to 

accept it the way it is. If not, then we 
would seek conferees. Then I hope the 
President would sign it. 

I do thank all my colleagues not 
only for their consideration but so 
many on both sides of the aisle who 
were willing to withhold amendments 
when they realized we were very seri
ous about not allowing major changes 
in this bill. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman again for his leadership. 
I thank all Senators for their assist
ance. We are pleased with the out
come. 

GEOTHERMAL ENERGY 
Mr. HECHT. Mr. President, just 

before the Senate adjourned for the 
Easter recess I introduced S. 1006, a 
bill to promote the emerging geother
mal energy industry in this country. 
The bill amends the Geothermal 
Steam Act of 1970 to allow companies 
that hold geothermal leases to retain 
those leases where temporary market 
conditions preclude powerplant con
struction. 

I was gratified that a bipartisan 
group of Senators, who had cospon
sored last year's version of this bill, 
agreed to join with me this year as 
original cosponsors of this legislation. 
I congratulate them on their interest 
in geothermal energy, and now I 
would like to invite the rest of my col
leagues to consider cosponsoring this 
legislation. 

Geothermal energy development is 
characterized by large front-end devel
opment costs, risky powerplant tech
nology, and diligence requirements on 
Federal leases that are more stringent 
than the equivalent requirements for 
Federal oil and gas leases. The current 
temporary glut in the world energy 
market, and the temporary surplus in 
U.S. electrical power generating capac
ity, together threaten to undo much of 
the progress made by the geothermal 
energy industry over the last 15 years. 

Mr. President, it would be very 
unwise for us to allow this to happen. 
Geothermal energy is renewable, it is 
clean, it reduces our need for foreign 
energy imports, and it protects our 
electric ratepayers from "rate-shock," 
because, by its very nature, it tends to 
be added to the rate base in relatively 
small increments of about 150 
megawatts or less. 

The national energy security study, 
which was recently released by the ad
ministration, points out that geother
mal energy now contributes about 
2,000 megawatts of electricity in the 
United States, but that this could 
double by 1995. We have a real oppor
tunity, through this legislation, to 
assist this renewable energy industry 
in meeting that goal. 

Last year's continuing resolution re
solved a major side issue that has held 
up lease extension legislation for a 

number of years. This was the issue of 
providing protection for significant 
geothermal features in our national 
parks. The bill I introduced conforms 
that landmark park protection provi
sion to a regulatory system involving 
the lease extensions provided under 
this same bill. With the park protec
tion issue essentially resolved, I hope 
the Senate will be able to act favor
ably, and soon, on this legislation that 
is so important to our renewable 
energy industry. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield 
the floor. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. KENNEDY. I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

GRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield to me 
briefly? 

Mr. DIXON. I am always delighted 
to yield to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I merely want to an

nounce that we hope to proceed to the 
consideration of the star schools legis
lation momentarily. Until then, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators may 
speak out of order and may introduce 
bills and resolutions, as in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

FEDERAL TAX AMNESTY ACT-S. 
254 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address the pressing problem 
posed by the "tax gap." The tax gap, 
that is, the difference between the 
amount of taxes that would be collect
ed if there was 100-percent compliance 
with our tax laws and the amount that 
is actually collected, is steadily in
creasing. The increasing awareness of 
this tax gap has contributed to the 
growing interest and support for tax 
amnesty legislation. Just the other 
day, the Maryland General Assembly 
passed a State tax amnesty bill. The 
State of Maryland expects that this 
measure will raise an additional $20 
million in revenues. 

The State of Maryland joins a 
number of other States-including Illi
nois, Massachusetts, New York, Con
necticut, Kansas, Alabama, Texas, 
Missouri, Minnesota, North Dakota, 
New Mexico, Arizona, California, and 
Idaho, which have enacted, and in 
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many instances, already implemented 
tax amnesty programs. 

Amnesty is a simple concept. It pro
vides an opportunity for delinquent 
taxpayers to fully pay their overdue 
tax liability without being subject to 
criminal or civil prosecution. In Illi
nois, for example, the State collected 
approximately $150 million, far more 
than the Illinois Department of Reve
nue originally estimated. As a matter 
of fact, Mr. President, the State of Illi
nois Department of Revenue said that 
we would not raise more than $15 mil
lion in a tax amnesty program, and we 
raised over 10 times that much. 

In addition, other States have also 
demonstrated impressive results. Over 
130,000 delinquent taxpayers came 
forward in California and over $72 mil
lion was collected in Massachusetts. 

The State programs were not give
aways: They did not reward tax cheat
ers. Rather, the State programs were 
balanced. Following the amnesty 
period, compliance efforts and penal
ties for noncompliance were increased. 
However, the State programs have re
sulted in placing additional taxpayers 
back on the rolls. These are additional 
revenues that the States would other
wise not have been able to collect. 

It is true that Federal tax collection 
efforts are more sophisticated than 
those of the States. However, compli
ance with the Federal tax laws is de
clining. Today, almost one-fifth of the 
taxes legally owed and due the United 
States are currently not being collect
ed. This tax gap amounts to roughly 
$100 billion a year, and it grows every 
year as the percentage of taxpayers 
who comply with our Nation's tax laws 
continues to fall. The Treasury De
partment has estimated that the tax 
gap was in excess of $92 billion in 
1985, and it projects that this level 
could rise to between $386 to $473 bil
lion by the turn of the century. Think 
of it: Almost a half-trillion dollars by 
the turn of the century. 

Revenues from a tax amnesty /en
forcement package can be utilized to 
help reduce our budget deficits. At the 
same time, these revenues can help 
preserve high-priority Federal pro
grams that are currently facing drastic 
cuts or elimination. A tax amnesty I 
tougher enforcement program can 
help break the current budget gridlock 
by making it possible to comply with 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit 
reduction targets while preserving our 
ability to meet both essential defense 
and domestic needs. 

Congress has recognized the growing 
problems which undermine the volun
tary compliance that our tax laws fun
damentally depend upon. The Tax 
Reform Act contained a number of 
provisions designed to improve tax 
compliance. Indeed, incorporated in 
that bill was an attempt to deal with 
the interrelated problems of fairness, 
complexity, and noncompliance. 

Perhaps the most crucial measure of 
the success of any tax reform is its 
impact on future compliance. If tax
payers believe the Tax Reform Act 
really simplifies the Tax Code and 
makes it fairer, then the slide in vol
untary compliance levels may be re
versed. 

In my view, however, tax reform 
speaks only to future compliance. It 
fails to address the issue of collecting 
even some part of the billions and bil
lions of dollars that the tax system 
lost in past collections. Neither will in
creased collection efforts by the IRS 
result in the payments of the vast ma
jority of these outstanding delinquent 
balances. 

It should not be assumed that there 
is no way to recover any part of the 
tax gap from prior years. The success
ful tax amnesty programs conducted 
by my own State of Illinois, as well as 
Massachusetts, California, New York, 
and other States have demonstrated 
the potential of this idea at the na
tional level. 

Early in this 100th session of Con
gress, I reintroduced S. 254, the Feder
al Tax Amnesty Delinquency Act. My 
bill establishes a 6-month amnesty 
period, to begin on July 1 after the bill 
is enacted. The amnesty period would 
cover all tax years through 1985 still 
subject to collection by the IRS. 

The amnesty itself would be simple 
and straightforward. It would include 
amnesty from criminal and civil penal
ties and from 50 percent of any inter
est penalty owed. All Federal taxes 
would be covered by the amnesty, not 
just the Federal income tax. 

I was greatly disappointed that the 
Tax Reform Act did not include a one
time amnesty provision. Amnesty and 
tax reform fit very well together. How
ever, it is not too late to take advan
tage of the benefits of tax amnesty as 
we phase in the new tax reform. I urge 
my colleagues to carefully examine 
the amnesty concept. I remain confi
dent that a thorough and fairminded 
review of this proposal will result in 
large, bipartisan support for such a 
program. 

Mr. President, let me simply say in 
conclusion that as I make these re
marks I see the majority leader stand
ing there and shortly we are going to 
enter onto a very contentious period 
of time in this Senate concerning the 
adoption of a budget with dramatic 
differences between the two sides here 
in the Senate, differences between the 
two Houses, differences between the 
Congress and the President of the 
United States about how we ought to 
arrive at this budgetary problem. It is 
a very serious problem. 

I would suggest to my colleagues-! 
note there are not many on the floor 
now, but I see my distinguished friend 
from the State of New York talking to 
the minority leader who is very inter
ested in this and who has indicated 

that he wants to join me in this strug
gle-and I want to say to my friends 
that there is revenue to be had. I want 
them to listen to that. There is reve
nue to be had without taxation. My 
State, New York, Massachusetts, Cali
fornia, brought in much more money 
than they expected. Please listen to 
this. My State brought in 10 times 
what the department of revenue said 
would be brought in by tax amnesty. 

Yet every time we discuss it we 
shrink from it here. We debated it a 
couple of times in the last several 
years and nothing was done. I am 
saying to you in a time when we have 
a budgetary problem beyond compre
hension, when we have all these dif
ferences between the two great par
ties, differences between the Houses, 
differences between the Congress and 
the President of the United States, if 
we are ever going to try a thing like 
this, why do we not try it now? This is 
the opportunity to possibly bring in 
some revenue that would do the job to 
make up the difference of the short
fall that is impressed upon us by the 
requirements of the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings law and the things we want 
to do with defense spending and do
mestic needs. 

I appeal, Mr. President, once again 
to my colleagues to consider this one 
more time, tax amnesty. 

I am prepared to say it is my view 
that if we adopted a tax amnesty pro
posal it would bring into the Federal 
Government upwards to $20 to $25 bil
lion in new revenue that is not now on 
the books and brings tens of thou
sands of taxpayers that are now un
known to the Government onto the 
rolls and I think it is worthwhile 
doing, and I know that IRS is against 
it. They have been continuously 
against it. I want to say, Mr. President, 
that the time to address this question 
has come. 

I thank the President, and I thank 
my colleagues for their attention. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

CALENDAR 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the dis

tinguished Republican leader and I 
have discussed the following request. 
Both measures have been cleared. The 
Republican leader is here on the floor. 
I have reference to Calendar Order 
Nos. 90 and 100. 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, with the 

distinguished Republican leader's ac
quiescence I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of Calendar Order Nos. 90 and 
100, that they both be considered 
having been read the second and third 
time and passed en bloc and that the 
motion to reconsider en bloc be laid on 
the table and that statements by Sena-
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tors BRADLEY and LAUTENBERG be in
cluded in the REcORD in the appropri
ate place anent Calendar Order No. 90. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN 
STUDY RIVERS FOR INCLU
SION IN THE NATIONAL WILD 
AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM 
The bill <H.R. 14) to designate cer-

tain river segments in New Jersey as 
study rivers for potential inclusion in 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System was considered. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, this 
legislation the Senate is considering 
today is identical to a bill Senator LAu
TENBERG and I introduced last Con
gress. Its purpose is to direct the De
partment of the Interior to study the 
potential addition of the Maurice 
River, the Menantico Creek, and the 
Manumuskin River in south New 
Jersey to the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. Companion leg
islation was introduced by Congress
man WILLIAM HUGHES in the House of 
Representatives. This legislation was 
very recently approved by the full 
House. 

The National Wild and Scenic River 
Act, enacted in 1968, offered the first 
Federal protection for the Nation's 
rapidly disappearing network of free
flowing rivers and streams. This land
mark law preserves selected rivers and 
river corridor landscapes which pos
sess outstanding scenic, recreational, 
historic, and cultural values. I believe 
the Maurice, Manumuskin, and Men
antico Rivers have just those kind of 
unique resources. As early as 1977, 
each of these rivers was recommended 
for inclusion in the national inventory 
of scenic rivers by the commissioner of 
the New Jersey Department of Envi
ronmental Protection. 

The Maurice River has its headwa
ters in small tributaries in Gloucester 
and Salem Counties. In its progress 
toward the Delaware Bay, the river 
meanders through wooded and wet
land terrain. As the river nears the 
bay, it widens and becomes tidal. The 
river winds in broad loops past the 
communities of Laurel, Port Elizabeth, 
Mauricetown, Dorchester, Leesburg, 
Shell Pike and Vivalre. The Menantico 
and Manumuskin Rivers also have a 
rich diversity, passing through fresh 
water wetlands, swamp forest, upland 
forest, and local communities. 

These rivers host a variety of plant 
and animal life, including a number of 
threatened and endangered species. 
Additionally this river area is lauded 
as one of the finest for canoeing in the 
coastal region and is recognized for its 
pristine water quality. 

Those who live in south New Jersey 
would like to assure that the rivers' 
water quality and recreational oppor
tunities are maintained through sound 

planning and management. The Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act would help pro
vide this protection through the devel
opment of a management plan. The 
proposed study has the support of all 
the local municipalities and citizens, as 
the testimony today will make clear. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act has 
been successful in preserving a 
number of our Nation's free-flowing 
rivers. The Maurice, Menantico and 
Manumuskin Rivers are excellent can
didates for the preservation and pro
tection afforded by this act. 

I thank my colleagues for their con
sideration of this important measure. I 
look forward to the Senate's consider
ation and approval of this legislation. 

The bill <H.R. 14) was ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

ABANDONED MINE LAND 
RECLAMATION 

The bill (H.R. 1963) to amend the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclama
tion Act of 1977 to permit States to set 
aside in a special trust fund up to 10 
per centum of the annual State funds 
from the Abandoned Mine Land Rec
lamation Fund for expenditure in the 
future for purposes of abandoned 
mine reclamation, and for other pur
poses, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 
RESOLUTION-S. CON. RES. 50 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have 

cleared this request with the Republi
can leader. I ask unanimous consent 
that on tomorrow I be authorized at 
any point to call up Calendar Order 
No. 94, Senate Concurrent Resolution 
50. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DIXON). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, momen

tarily I would hope to bring up the 
star schools bill. We are waiting for 
the presence of some Senators who 
wish to be consulted before that meas
ure is brought up. 

In the meantime I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senators may speak 
out of order on that or any other sub
ject and may offer bills and resolu-

tions if necessary as in morning busi
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE SUPREME COURT'S DECI
SION IN THE DEATH PENALTY 
CASE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 

Supreme Court's decision yesterday in 
the McCleskey capital punishment 
case is a sad day for justice in Amer
ica, and is deeply troubling to all 
Americans committed to equal justice 
under law. 

No civilized society can permit race 
to be taken into account in determin
ing who shall live and who shall die. 
The statistics before the Court demon
strated beyond a reasonable doubt 
that, as Justice Brennan stated in dis
sent, "race casts a large shadow on the 
capital-sentencing process." 

Perhaps the Court will reconsider its 
regrettable decision. If not, then it is 
up to Congress and the State legisla
tures to undo it-and perhaps that is 
the way it should be done in our de
mocracy. 

I do not regard past votes in Con
gress supporting capital punishment 
as dispositive of our ability to reverse 
this decision by legislation. 

The struggle for racial justice has 
been one of the great transforming 
principles in our society and our histo
ry, and it is also capable of transform
ing the debate in Congress. The racism 
infecting our present system of capital 
punishment must end. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

minority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I hope we 

are able to get to the star schools bill. 
We are making an effort. We may not 
be able to get a time agreement, but at 
least we can get it up. 

We have indicated to the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina, 
Senator HELMS, who may wish to offer 
amendments that we are not about to 
enter any time agreement unless he 
agrees to it to protect everyone's right 
on amendments. We do hope we can at 
least bring the bill up to start working 
on it. 

TRAILWAYS ABANDONMENT 
PROCEEDING 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today I 
have sent a letter to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission urging them to 
deny an appeal by Trailways bus 
system to abandon several routes that 
would otherwise result in a loss of bus 
service to nearly three dozen Kansas 
communities. 

The ICC's decision will determine 
whether elderly Kansans receive medi
cal care, whether businesses will be 
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able to receive necessary supplies to 
remain in business, and whether many 
rural hospitals will be able to receive 
life-saving medical supplies in time. 

A recent decision made by the ICC 
ruled that even though Trailways had 
operated its routes in Missouri at a 
loss, the service could not be aban
doned because no other public trans
portation was available for small 
towns along the line. 

I urge the ICC to apply the same 
reasoning to the Trailways application 
that was used in the Missouri decision. 
I would hope you will disallow Trail
ways from abandoning any of its 
routes in Kansas by upholding the 
ruling of the Kansas Corporation 
Commission. I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of my letter to ICC 
Chairman Heather Gradison be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the letter was ordered to be printed in 
the REcORD, as follows: 

Since federal deregulation of the bus in
dustry first began in 1982, Kansas has lost 
all seven bus abandonment decisions 
apealed to your authority. These abandon
ments have been severe blows for the com
munities that were served, but the recent 
application by Trailways to abandon serv
ices to 35 Kansas communities will have 
even broader ramifications. 

In many cases, (your decision) will deter
mine whether elderly Kansans receive medi
cal care, whether businesses will be able to 
receive necessary supplies to remain in busi
ness, and whether many rural hospitals will 
be able to receive life-saving medical sup
plies in time. 

A recent decision made by your authority 
ruled that even though Trailways had oper
ated its routes in Missouri at a loss, the serv
ice could not be abandoned because no 
other public transportation was available 
for small towns along the line. 

I urge you to apply the same reasoning to 
the application filed by Trailways to termi
nate a significant portion of its routes in 
Kansas. I am encouraged by your recent 
<Missouri case> ruling, and hope you will 
uphold the Kansas Corporation Commission 
ruling to disallow Trailways from abandon
ing any of its routes in my home state. 

STAR SCHOOLS PROGRAM 
ASSISTANCE ACT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have 
been in contact with the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina, Senator 
HELMS. I am now able to proceed with 
the legislation on this side. I think 
Senator HELMS does make a point. As 
he said, he had some questions about 
the bill and wanted to be here, but he 
is also the ranking member on Foreign 
Relations. They are in a committee 
meeting, and it is pretty hard for him 
to be there and here. I just make the 
point, I know it is not by design or 
anything, it happens to be an extraor
dinary meeting of that committee so 
he does have some legitimate concern 
we could address if it should happen 
again. But he has granted permission 

to bring the bill up and to have a vote 
on it. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Republican leader. I thank Mr. 
HELMS. In accordance with what the 
distinguished Republican leader has 
said, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calender Order No. 85. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 778) to authorize a star schools 
program under which grants are made to 
educational telecommunications partner
ships to develop, construct, and acquire tele
communications facilities and equipment in 
order to improve the instruction of mathe
matics, science, and foreign languages, and 
for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill which had been reported from 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources, with an amendment to 
strike all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Star Schools Program Assistance Act " . 
PROGRAM AUTHORIZED 

SEc. 2. The Education for Economic Secu
rity Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new title: 

" TITLE IX-STAR SCHOOLS PROGRAM 
"SHORT TITLE 

"SEC. 901. This title may be cited as the 
'Star Schools Program Assistance Act'. 

"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
"SEc. 902. It is the purpose of this title to 

encourage improved instruction in mathe
matics, science, and foreign languages 
through a star schools program under which 
demonstration grants are made to eligible 
telecommunications partnerships to enable 
such eligible telecommunications partner
ships to develop, construct, and acquire tele
communications audio and visual facil i ties 
and equipment and obtain technical assist
ance for the use of such facilities. 

"PROGRAM AUTHORIZED 
"SEC. 903. (a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-The 

Secretary is authorized, in accordance with 
the provisions of this title, to make grants to 
eligible telecommunications partnerships to 
develop, construct, and acquire telecom
munications facilities and equipment and 
for technical assistance. 

" (b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(1) There is authorized to be appropriated 
$100,000,000 for the period beginning Octo
ber 1, 1987, and ending September 30, 1992. 

" (2) No appropriation in excess of 
$60,000,000 may be made in any fiscal year 
pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion. 

" (c) LIMITATIONS. - (1) A demonstration 
grant made to an eligible telecommunica
tions partnership under this title may not 
exceed $20,000,000. 

" (2) Not less than 50 percent of the funds 
available in any fiscal year under thi s Act 
shall be used for the cost of facilities, equip
ment, teacher training or retraining, techni
cal assistance, or programming, for local 
educational agencies which are eli gible to 
receive assistance under t i tle I of the Ele
m entary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (as modified by chapter 1 of the Educa-

lion Consolidation and Improvement Act of 
1981). 
"ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS PARTNERSHIPS 

"SEC. 904. (a) GENERAL RULE.-In order to 
be eligible for demonstration grants under 
this title, an eligible telecommunications 
partnership shall consist of-

" ( 1J a public agency or corporation estab
lished for the purpose of developing and op
erating telecommunications networks to en
hance educational opportunities provided 
by educational institutions, teacher train
ing centers, health institutions, and indus
try, except that any such agency or corpora
tion shall contain representation of the in
terests of elementary and secondary schools 
who are eligible to participate in the pro
gram under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as modi
fied by chapter 1 of the Education Consoli
dation and Improvement Act of 1981J; or 

"(2) a partnership which includes three or 
more of the following which will provide a 
telecommunications network: 

" (AJ a local educational agency, which has 
a significant number of elementary and sec
ondary schools which are eligible for assist
ance under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as modi
fied by chapter 1 of the Education Consoli
dation and Improvement Act of 1981), 

"(BJ a State educational agency, 
"(CJ an institution of higher education, 
"(DJ a teacher training center, or 
" (E}(i) a public agency with experience or 

expertise in the planning or operation of a 
telecommunications network, 

" (ii) a private nonprofit organization 
with such experience, or 

"(iii) a public broadcasting entity with 
such experience. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULE.-An eligible telecom
munications partnership must be organized 
on a statewide or multistate basis. 

"APPLICATIONS 
"SEC. 905. (a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.

Each eligible telecommunications partner
ship which desires to receive a demonstra
tion grant under this t i tle may submit an 
application to the Secretary, at such time, 
in such manner, and containing or accom
panied by such information as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

"(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.- Each such 
application shall-

"(lJ describe the telecommunications fa
cilities and equipment and technical assist
ance for whi ch assistance is sought which 
may include-

"( A) the design, development, construc
tion, and acquisition of State or multistate 
educational telecommunications networks 
and technology resource centers; 

" (BJ microwave, fiber optics, cable, and 
satellite transmission equipment; 

" (CJ reception facilities; 
" (D) satellite time; 
" ( EJ production facilities; 
" (FJ other telecommunications equipment 

capable of serving a wide geographic area; 
" (GJ the provision of training services to 

elementary and secondary school teachers 
(particularly teachers in schools receiving 
assistance under title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as 
modified by chapter 1 of the Education Con
solidation and Improvement Act of 1981)) in 
using the facilities and equipment for which 
assistance i s sought; and 

" (HJ the development of educati onal pro
gramming for use on a telecommunications 
network; 
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"f2J demonstrate that the eligible telecom

munications partnership has engaged in 
sufficient survey and analysis of the area to 
be served to ensure that the services offered 
by the telecommunications partnership will 
increase the availability of courses of in
struction in mathematics, science, and for
eign languages; 

"f3J describe the teacher training policies 
to be implemented to ensure the effective use 
of the telecommunications facilities and 
equipment for which assistance is sought; 

"(4) provide assurances that the financial 
interest of the United States in the telecom
munications facilities and equipment will 
be protected for the useful life of such facili
ties and equipment; 

"(5) provide assurances that a significant 
portion of the facilities, equipment, techni
cal assistance, and programming for which 
assistance is sought will be made available 
to elementary and secondary schools of local 
educational agencies which have a high per
centage of children counted for the PUrPose 
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 fas modified by chap
ter 1 of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act of 1981J; 

" (6) describe the manner in which tradi
tionally underserved students will partici
pate in the benefits of the telecommunica
tions facilities, equipment, technical assist
ance, and programming assisted under this 
Act; and 

"f7J provide such additional assurances as 
the Secretary may reasonably require. 

"(C) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION; PRIORITY.
The Secretary shall, in approving applica
tions under this title, give priority to appli
cations which demonstrate that-

"flJ a concentration and quality of mathe
matics, science, and foreign language re
sources which, by their distribution through 
the eligible telecommunications partner
ship, will offer significant new educational 
opportunities to network participants, par
ticularly to traditionally underserved popu
lations and areas with scarce resources and 
limited access to courses in mathematics, 
science, and foreign languages; 

"(2) the eligible telecommunications part
nership has secured the direct cooperation 
and involvement of public and private edu
cational institutions, State and local gov
ernment, and industry in planning the net
work; 

"f3J the eligible telecommunications part
nership will serve the broadest range of in
stitutions, including public and private ele
mentary and secondary schools (particular
ly schools having significant numbers of 
children counted for the purpose of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 fas modified by chapter 1 of the 
Education Consolidation and Improvement 
Act of 1981JJ, programs providing instruc
tion outside of the school setting, institu
tions of higher education, teacher training 
centers, research institutes, and private in
dustry; 

"f4J a significant number of educational 
institutions have agreed to participate or 
will participate in the use of the telecom
munications system for which assistance is 
sought; 

" f5J the eligible telecommunications part
nership will have substantial academic and 
teaching capabilities including the capabil
ity of training, retraining, and inservice up
grading of teaching skills; 

"f6J the eligible telecommunications part
nership will serve a multistate area; and 

" f7J the eligible telecommunications part
nership will, in providing services with as-

sistance sought under this Act, meet the 
needs of groups of individuals traditionally 
excluded from careers in mathematics and 
science because of discrimination, inaccessi
bility, or economically disadvantaged back
grounds. 

"(d) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.-In ap
proving applications under this title, the 
Secretary shall assure an equitable geo
gmphic distribution of grants. 

"DISSEMINATION OF COURSES AND MATERIALS 
UNDER THE STAR SCHOOLS PROGRAM 

"SEc. 906. raJ Each eligible telecommuni
cations partnership awarded a grant under 
this Act shall report to the Secretary a list
ing and description of available courses of 
instruction and materials to be offered by 
educational institutions and teacher train
ing centers which will be transmitted over 
satellite, specifying the satellite on which 
such transmission will occur and the time of 
such transmission. 

"(b) The Secretary shall compile and pre
pare for dissemination a listing and descrip
tion of available courses of instruction and 
materials to be offered by educational insti
tutions and teacher training centers 
equipped with satellite transmission capa
bilities, as reported to the Secretary under 
subsection fa) of this section. 

"(c) The Secretary shall distribute the list 
required by subsection fbJ of this section to 
all State educational agencies. 

"EVALUATION 
"SEC. 907. (a) EVALUATION.-The Office of 

Technology Assessment may, upon request, 
beginning after September 30, 1987, conduct 
a thorough evaluation of the use of the tele
communications systems supported by 
grants made under this title. 

"(bJ REPORTs.-The Office of Technology 
Assessment shall, after a request made under 
subsection fa), prepare and submit a report 
to the Congress, on the evaluation author
ized by this subsection. 

"STUDY OF FEASIBILITY OFAN EDUCATIONAL 
SATELLITE 

"SEc. 908. raJ The Office of Technology As
sessment may, upon request, conduct a 
study and evaluation of the cost of design
ing, building, and launching a satellite for 
educational purposes, together with an anal
ysis of-

"(lJ the demand for the use of a satellite 
for educational PUrPoses; and 

"(2) the ability of users of such a system to 
repay the cost of such a satellite. 

"(bJ If the Office of Technology Assessment 
finds, after a study and evaluation conduct
ed under subsection fa), that the cost en
tailed in designing, building, and launching 
such a satellite could be repaid within 10 
years by the potential users of such a satel
lite, the Office of Technology Assessment 
shall notify the Congress of its findings. 

"DEFINITIONS 
"SEc. 909. As used in this title-
"( 1 J the term 'educational institution' 

means an institution of higher education, a 
local educational agency, and a State educa
tional agency; 

"(2) the term 'institution of higher educa
tion' has the same meaning given that term 
under section 1201faJ of the Higher Educa
tion Act of 1965; 

"(JJ the term 'local educational agency' 
has the same meaning given that term under 
section 198fa)(10J of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965; 

"(4) the term 'public broadcasting entity ' 
has the same meaning given that term in 
section 397 of the Communications Act of 
1934; 

"(5) the term 'Secretary' means the Secre
tary of Education; 

"(6) the term 'State educational agency' 
has the same meaning given that term under 
section 198fa)(7J of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965; and 

"(7) the term 'State' means each of the sev
eral States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands.". 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 
today we are considering S. 778, the 
Star Schools Program Assistance Act. 
I am asking you to vote favorably for a 
new idea in education that matches 
the technology of the future with 
America's needs for the present. Our 
proposal is to link together the univer
sities, colleges, secondary schools, and 
businesses of this country by satellite, 
so that the best teaching resources in 
the country will be available to all of 
our students. We call this idea star 
schools, and we believe it offers great 
promise, at a cost we can afford, in 
dealing with one of the most serious 
long-term challenges we face. 

The economic battles of tomorrow 
are being fought in the classrooms of 
today, and the news from the front is 
not good. In survey after survey, 
American students are at the back of 
the class in math, science and foreign 
language achievement. 

Japanese students score twice as 
high as our students in both chemistry 
and math achievement tests. 

It should come as no surprise that 
the Japanese also have twice as many 
engineers working in their industries 
and have twice as many patents per 
capita as we do. 

It is unlikely that this trend will be 
reversed by present policies. If any
thing, the education gap will widen. 
Only 35 percent of the high schools in 
America even offer a physics course. 
The National Science Board reports 
that by 1995 we will need twice as 
many teachers in math and science as 
we have today. But for every qualified 
math and science teacher entering the 
field, 13 are leaving for greener pas
tures. 

And this exodus is taking place in 
the face of the serious shortage of 
math and science teachers on hand 
today. The National Science Teachers 
Association estimates that 30 percent 
of all math and science teachers in 
this country are completely unquali
fied or are seriously underqualified to 
teach these subjects. 

The cost of a traditional national 
program to recruit, train, hire and up
grade the Nation's math and science 
teachers so that American students 
would have qualified instruction is be
tween $10 and $20 billion. 

The alternative we are proposing is 
affordable, and would address this 
challenge by offering grants to State 
and multi-State telecommunications 
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partnerships to provide math, science 
and foreign language courses by satel
lite and other telecommunications de
vices to local schools. 

Two elements are critical in estab
lishing programs to link a region in 
this way-hardware and homework. 

The hardware necessary for a satel
lite education program includes trans
mitters based on the ground, transpon
ders-receiving and transmitting units 
on a satellite-and down links, which 
are satellite dishes. 

Homework means creating the nec
essary network of participants for a 
satellite project to succeed. It requires 
cooperation between businesses, sec
ondary schools, teacher training cen
ters, and the higher education commu
nity. It means training teachers at 
those schools most severly hindered by 
a lack of financial resources to com
plete this critical instructional task. 

Under our proposal the burden will 
be on the States and regions to per
form this hard work. Through this leg
islation, Congress will be challenging 
them to assess their needs for better 
education, to match needs with re
sources available in the region, and to 
target resources to the most deserving 
elementary and secondary schools and 
other institutions. 

Our proposal asks the Federal Gov
ernment to bear the cost of the initial 
hardware, programming, and training 
for the networks which have done the 
homework to make the program suc
cessful. 

Grants of up to $20 million would be 
available to partnerships of local edu
cational agencies, State educational 
agencies, public or private nonprofit 
entities with experience in telecom
munications, institutions of higher 
education, and teacher training cen
ters on a statewide or multistate basis. 

Total budget authority of $100 mil
lion be available over the next 5 years, 
with a maximum of $60 million au
thorized in any single year. 

Participating networks will be re
quired to provide a description of 
available education offerings to the 
Secretary of Education. 

The descriptions would then be dis
tributed to all State educational agen
cies so that institutions which have re
ceived equipment might benefit from 
new programming even if they are not 
part of the formal network. Over time, 
the program will become a national 
project of shared education resources. 

Even a one-room schoolhouse-with 
a satellite dish outside the door-will 
have access to a world of new informa
tion. 

The advantages to all secondary 
schools in having access to this infor
mation are clear, but the benefits are 
greatest in rural areas and school dis
tricts with limited resources. 

Often, such schools are now unable 
to provide even minimal quality 

courses in math, science, and foreign 
languages. 

The star schools proposal will help 
to bring educational excellence to all. 
Teachers will have access to the addi
tional training needed to instruct their 
students. 

Colleges and universities will be 
linked to previously unavailable re
sources. Small and rural universities 
and schools may benefit the most, but 
excellent schools will benefit, too. No 
institution has a monopoly on knowl
edge; sharing resources will permit 
even our best institutions to enhance 
their stature. 

The cost of continued failure in 
education is enormous. It can be 
measured in billions of dollars in trade 
resources lost alone. But the true cost 
of inaction will be the lost talents of 
an entire generation of America's 
youth. Students deserve a better edu
cation, and this legislation can bring it 
to them. 

If it succeeds, we shall once again 
make good the promise of American 
excellence in our schools. 

I urge the Senate to approve the 
Star Schools Program, and to join in 
this effort to bring more and better in
struction to students in every State. 

Mr. President, one of the develop
ments that I think is being experi
enced in some school districts all 
across our country with scarce re
sources is the following: The school 
board or the Education Committee has 
to make a judgment on how they are 
going to allocate scarce resources. In 
many of those school districts, they 
have young, talented students who 
want to major in math and science and 
in foreign languages. But that number 
might have decreased over recent 
years from 40 maybe 4 or 5 years ago 
down to 20 at this time. They may be 
enormously gifted and talented young 
people but, because of the crunch on 
the budget of these various school dis
tricts, the school board has to make a 
decision about which courses to con
tinue and which to drop. 

Time in and time out we have heard 
in our Education Committee, as the 
former chairman of the Education 
Committee, the Senator from Ver
mont, Senator STAFFORD, remembers, 
and our own chairman currently, Sen
ator PELL, remembers, time in and 
time out the courses that are being 
dropped are the math, science, chemis
try, physics, and the foreign language 
courses. So at a time when we ought to 
be breathing life into these various 
programs, we are finding an increasing 
pinch in school district after school 
district all across this country. 

Now, we believe that we have seen 
enough programs which have been 
successful using the satellite technol
ogies to beam quality teachers into 
schools, which may have a smaller 
number of gifted and talented stu
dents who want to work in these vari-

ous areas but the school district is 
going to channel them out or they are 
going to be required to travel miles in 
order to get the instruction, where you 
can take the best of high school teach
ers in math and science and have their 
instructions beamed into school dis
tricts which may not be able to afford 
a school teacher. 

What we are thinking about is not 
only to use this kind of technology be
tween secondary schools, but between 
colleges and secondary schools, be
tween businesses and secondary 
schools or colleges or community col
leges in terms of · training programs. 
The ability to transfer that kind of in
formation at this time is enormously 
important. 

Often we, in the past-and I have 
joined with others in the past-in our 
effort to provide greater attention for 
math and science courses, have sup
ported increases in appropriations for 
math and science courses. What has 
happened in many instances is those 
resources are spread out over school 
districts and a school district may get 
$400 or $600 to work in math o:r sci
ence. That certainly is not really 
enough to develop a continuing and 
ongoing program in these particular 
areas, even if we get into a few hun
dred million dollars. And we have seen 
from the National Science Foundation 
and the National Teachers Associa
tion, who have studied this particular 
issue, that if we did it in the tradition
al way we are talking $10 billion or $20 
billion in order to try to upgrade our 
schools all across our Nation. 

We do not believe that this is the 
only answer to try to get greater at
tention and focus on science, math, 
and foreign language courses in our 
schools. It is not the only answer. We 
know the work that is being done by 
the National Science Foundation in in
novative and creative ways in trying to 
find means to be able to address what 
is really a matter of a national crisis. 
But we do believe that we have suffi
cient evidence to date to recognize 
that with the kind of approach that 
we know included in this program, to 
try it on an experimental basis and, if 
it is successful, to make a general ap
plication across our country to require 
the pooling of information-and that 
is going to be absolutely essential, a 
pooling of information-make that 
kind of information available even out
side a particular regional area so if, for 
instance, other regions of the country 
have the technical capability to draw 
down on the various people, that they 
will be able to take advantage of this, 
as well. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
this is an idea whose time has come. It 
is a limited program. I think it is well 
thought out. We have had days of 
hearings on this program. I think it 
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offers some real hope of trying to do 
more with scarce resources. 

And I am very hopeful that we can 
move ahead with this legislation. 

We had very strong bipartisan sup
port for this in our committee, and in 
the full committee. And I would hope 
that we could move ahead and send a 
very clear and important message to 
students, to teachers, to parents, to 
universities, and to the private sector 
that we are here in Congress serious 
about trying to deal with this issue. 

I listened to the eloquence of my 
good friend from Illinois speak about 
the fact that we are going to be debat
ing the budget considerations and 
probably the trade measures later in 
the next few weeks. Underlying a 
great deal of the problems in terms of 
trade has been the capability for the 
United States to compete, particularly 
in these areas of math and science; 40 
percent of all new wealth that has 
been created in the last 15 years has 
been created through progress in 
math, in science, and in those fields. It 
seems to us, Mr. President, that we 
hopefully can be ahead of the curve 
instead of behind the curve on this im
portant issue. I would hope that later 
in the afternoon we will have an op
portunity to vote on this measure. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, as 

one of the cosponsors of this legisla
tion, I would like to take this opportu
nity to commend my distinguished col
league from Massachusetts for having 
introduced this forward-looking pro
posal to improve mathematics, science, 
and foreign language instruction. Citi
zens literate in the sciences, mathe
matics, and foreign languages will 
clearly and increasingly be the corner
stone of our economic competitiveness 
and of the quality of our life. 

We must bear in mind that educa
tion is the foundation of the process 
that leads to a Nobel Prize in physics, 
a cure for AIDS, new products and ma
terials for industrial, military, or in
dustrial consumption, or an improve
ment in the process of production. 

Just as science and engineering are 
essential to both the development of 
high technology industries and to the 
modernization of traditional indus
tries, science and mathematics are the 
essential tools of all people in a 
modern society. 

North Carolina has long recognized 
the importance of mathematics and 
science education. We established the 
Nation's first high school designed es
pecially to provide challenging educa
tional opportunities for students with 
special interest and potential in the 
sciences and mathematics. Over the 
years, this school and our fine network 
of public and private colleges and uni
versities have yielded the many highly 
skilled graduates North Carolina has 
needed to assume jobs and contribute 

to our enriched economy, particularly 
in Research Triangle Park. 

What has primarily accounted for 
the success we've had in the Research 
Triangle has been strong cooperation 
among business, government, and aca
demia. Today's proposal will further 
fuel such cooperation by encouraging 
the formation of partnerships among 
elementary and secondary schools, in
stitutions of higher education, and pri
vate organizations and public agencies 
with experience and expertise in plan
ning and operating a telecommunica
tions network. 

For years, I was proud to be associat
ed with an agency that used just such 
an approach to bringing mathematics 
and science to rural schoolchildren in 
Appalachia. The Learning Channel 
was created specifically to bring educa
tion into a region that lacked re
sources and properly certified teach
ers. Today, the Learning Channel 
offers educational opportunities to 8 
milion homes, schools, and businesses 
in the 13-State Appalachian region, 
the Rocky Mountains and Alaska. 

That the Learning Channel has been 
able to accomplish so much has been a 
function, as much as anything else, of 
the creative relationships it has forged 
with NASA, the National Science 
Foundation, the Appalachian Commu
nity Service Network, the Education 
Department, and a wide range of busi
nesses and nonprofit groups. Togeth
er, they are helping to develop the 
minds and talents of millions of chil
dren who otherwise might be short
changed. 

Today's bill will help further the 
creation of other networks like the 
Learning Channel, bringing together 
the Nation's telecommunications and 
broadcasting resources to develop an
other of our Nation's greatest re
sources-our children. It will help 
bring educational excellence into the 
lives of the next generation of leaders. 
I strongly urge the support of my col
leagues for this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I rise in support of this legislation as 
one of the cosponsors. 

Mr. President, I just completed a 
tour of all Maryland counties in my 
first 100 days as a new Senator from 
Maryland. One of the issues that con
tinually arises is the question of teach
er supply and teacher availability. 
How can we have enough teachers in 
the classroom? As I particularly visited 
many of the rural counties in Mary
land, we find that we cannot meet that 
teacher shortage. This is most acute in 
particularly the science and technolo
gy area. 

In one of my counties we see that a 
particularly talented science teacher 
was being paid $18,000 a year. Over a 
5-year period he might even go to 

$22,000. The private sector down the 
road offered him a salary of $38,000. 
He said to me, "Senator MIKULSKI, I 
have got to be a good dad, and not 
worry about being a good teacher." He 
left us. How we will keep him I am not 
sure. But one thing I do know is we 
can find talented science teachers and 
use them through the star wars con
cept to go into the remote areas of 
Maryland, Minnesota and Massachu
setts. Surely if we have the money to 
build a station in space, we should use 
the money to use space technology to 
put teachers in classrooms. 

I think that it would solve an impor
tant national problem. I would like to 
congratulate the Senator from Massa
chusetts on a most innovative idea in 
which we can make teachers available, 
accessible, and in an affordable way in 
classrooms that we now do not have. I 
hope the Senate supports this legisla
tion. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I do want to join the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
in praise for the idea of Star Schools 
Program. 

Our Nation, of course, has had a 
constructive and conscientious educa
tion reform movement taking place 
now for a few years. Attention has 
been paid in that reform movement to 
curriculum, graduation requirements, 
teacher education and many other im
portant areas that need to be ad
dressed. In most communities citizens, 
teachers, school administrators, school 
boards, elected officials, and even stu
dents are working on that school im
provement. However, in order for our 
citizens of the 21st century-and those 
you would have to know are the 
people who are students of today and 
tomorrow-to be competitive and to be 
prepared, we must make some changes 
in the method of teaching, we must 
use the technology available to us to 
best instruct our students, and to train 
and to retrain our teachers. Because of 
staffing problems, because of costs in
volved, and many other things that we 
can mention sometimes students do 
not get to take the classes that of ne
cessity they need because not enough 
students are at a particular level to 
offer that class. 

These students will not be able to 
have their needs met. And in other in
stances schools do not have the most 
qualified teachers, those teachers pos
sessing the most current knowledge in 
their field, or those able to teach at 
the level to meet the individual stu
dent's needs. 

I suppose this is really more of a 
problem in rural areas maybe than in 
more metropolitan and urban areas, 
particularly suburban areas of the 
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country. But it is a problem in every 
State, the very least to say. But of 
course this happens more frequently 
in advanced classes than in beginning 
classes but can also happen at any 
level. Students in rural areas and 
small schools are especially victims of 
the limited curriculum. Math, science, 
and foreign languages are subjects 
that are absolutely needed by our 
future citizens to make us competitive, 
and in areas where typically schools 
have fewer qualified teachers new 
teaching methods and strategies to ad
dress these problems are essential. 

Using telecommunications and inter
active television, the star schools con
cept will help remedy these situations. 
This project can bring the most quali
fied teachers with the most up-to-date 
curriculum to the classrooms across 
the country. It has the exciting poten
tial of linking strong instruction and 
curriculum with previously unchal
lenged minds of students. Through 
this technology the most needed 
teachers, those in the areas of greatest 
teacher shortage-that is probably 
today math, science, and foreign lan
guage, but tomorrow it might be some 
other areas of instruction-can be 
matched with schools having the 
greatest need. Updating teacher 
knowledge and training is another es
sential component in providing the 
best possible learning situation for our 
children. 

This bill will allow access to re
sources previously unavailable to 
many teachers and to teacher training 
institutions. 

I wholeheartedly support the use of 
advanced technology to help our 
Nation address the critical problems 
we face in preparing all of our stu
dents for their roles as productive citi
zens. And I encourage each of my col
leagues to support this initiative so we 
can begin to make a difference for all 
of our students. 

I want to thank Senator KENNEDY 
because I know that we have many 
rural schools in my State which are 
going through the needs that are 
unmet today, and this may be a tool to 
help them do that better job. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, first 

of all, I want to compliment the very 
able chairman of the committee, the 
manager of this bill, Senator KENNE
DY, for his authorship of the concept 
of star schools. The bill itself has been 
so well described, by previous speak
ers. How the Star School Program will 
work, and the necessity for it has been 
outlined by the able Senator from 
Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, so I 
will not take the time on this side to 
go into detail at this point. 

The purpose, of the bill is to in
crease and improve availability of in
struction in math, science, and foreign 

languages to elementary and second
ary postsecondary schools and teacher 
training centers. That really is a brief 
summary of what it does. 

With regard to the star schools bill, 
the amendment which I offered at full 
committee will require that 50 percent 
of the funds in this program be spent 
for services and equipment at chapter 
I eligible elementary and secondary 
schools and this amendment has now 
been incorporated in the legislation. 
My amendment assures that students 
from poor elementary and secondary 
schools will be among the principal 
beneficiaries of this program to im
prove math and science instruction. 

The strength of the Star Schools 
Program lies in its partnership ap
proach in the judgment of this Sena
tor, this partnership approach is nec
essary to address an important educa
tional problem: How to improve math
ematics, science, and foreign languages 
instruction at our elementary, second
ary, and postsecondary educational in
stitutions using the benefits of modern 
technology. 

I think it is especially important, 
Mr. President, that we move ahead in 
instruction in mathematics, in science, 
and in foreign languages, that we 
move aggressively, and that we use the 
most advanced technology that we 
have to do so. 

I am well aware, being a little bit 
provincial, that this program can 
reach rural America as well as urban 
America because, as it is structured in 
the New England area, it will reach 
many isolated areas in my own State 
of Vermont which is often described as 
the most rural State in the country. 

So it is going to reach areas where it 
is needed most, in my opinion, rural 
areas so that modern technology can 
bring the most updated instruction to 
students in rural schools especially 
students who are from economically 
disadvantaged families. 

I have often said, Mr. President, that 
in my judgment the very best invest
ment we can make with the American 
tax dollars is in education. 

Without that investment, I do not 
see how we can expect to be competi
tive in today's technological world. I 
attended a caucus meeting today on 
the competitive position of the United 
States, and education was one of the 
principal areas discussed. The caucus 
came to an agreement about certain 
things we need to do in this country. I 
am sure they would consider this to be 
one of the things we need to do, to go 
ahead with this program and assure 
that we have available in the future as 
many talented and educated individ
uals in this country as we possibly can. 
One of the ways we can assure that is 
through the Star Schools Program 
that Senator KENNEDY and the other 
members of our committee have pro
posed. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to say a few words in favor of S. 
778. This measure would link universi
ties, colleges, secondary schools and 
businesses by satellite, as a means of 
sharing the best available teaching re
sources. The purpose is to offset the 
weakness in math, language and sci
ence education nationwide. 

The need to strengthen these vital 
programs is clear. Survey after survey 
shows that American students lag far 
behind students from Japan and other 
countries in math, science, and foreign 
language achievement. The results of 
the Japanese stress in these areas is 
clear. The Japanese have twice as 
many engineers working in industry 
and have twice as many patents per 
capita as we have. 

Contrast this with the United States 
where only 35 percent of the high 
schools offer a physics course. On top 
of this, the Nation's students are 
watching as their math and science 
teachers leave for the private sector. 
Of those left, it is estimated that 30 
percent are either unqualified or seri
ously underqualified. The National 
Science Board estimates that by 1995 
twice as many math and science teach
ers will be needed as we have today. 

It is abundantly clear that the poor 
showing by American students has 
had a serious impact on our Nation's 
ability to compete in the world mar
ketplace. Much has been spoken re
cently about competitiveness here in 
Congress and elsewhere. If we are 
truly serious about becoming more 
competitive in the world market, one 
of the first places to start is by im
proving the quality of the math, sci
ence, and language programs in our 
schools. In addition to improving our 
competitiveness, there are two other 
reasons why I believe that S. 778 is a 
good step toward addressing our edu
cational deficiencies. 

First, the bill would fund education
al networks that would benefit greatly 
rural areas and school districts with 
limited resources. In many cases, 
schools in these areas are unable to 
offer quality courses in math, science, 
and foreign languages. The benefits 
are many for students and teachers in 
these areas who would otherwise have 
no access to the resources of a major 
university or business. 

Second, in an era of budget belt 
tightening, S. 778 is a much less ex
pensive alternative to a traditional 
program to recruit, train, and upgrade 
math, science, and language teachers. 
S. 778 proposes an outlay of $100 mil
lion over 5 years while a traditional 
program would cost $10 to $20 billion. 

In conclusion Mr. President, I call 
upon the Senate to support S. 778 and 
ask to be listed as a cosponsor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join my colleagues in sup
porting S. 778, the Star Schools Pro-
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gram Assistance Act. This bill provides 
grants to State and multistate tele
communications partnerships to pro
vide math, science, and foreign lan
guage courses by satellites to elemen
tary and secondary schools. 

S. 778 authorizes $100 million over 
the next 5 years for the purchase of 
equipment and the training of teach
ers, and for other materials which are 
necessary to allow students to take 
full advantage of the academic oppor
tunities afforded by this advanced 
technology. 

This bill also envisions many differ
ent organizations within the communi
ty working together to enhance our 
students' education. Local educational 
agencies, local businesses, and colleges 
and universities are asked to cooperate 
in developing effective methods of 
sharing educational training and 
teaching ideas through satellite com
munication technology. 

In the Senate, we have often spoken 
of the need to increase our competi
tiveness in the world market. We 
cannot underestimate the role of edu
cation in achieving this goal. The 
study of math, science, and foreign 
languages will certainly enhance the 
skills of our young people and will pre
pare them for the challenges they will 
encounter as members of the work 
force. This bill, the Star Schools Pro
gram Assistance Act, contributes to 
that effort by revolutionizing the 
methods by which knowledge is trans
mitted to our children. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill-in doing so, we will take the 
much needed leap into the future of 
education. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I must 
oppose S. 778. The bill authorizes the 
spending of $100 million to establish a 
new grant program. Grant moneys will 
be used to develop telecommunications 
networks, design and construct facili
ties, acquire equipment and satellite 
time, and to train elementary and sec
ondary teachers in the use of the tech
nology in science, math, and foreign 
language courses. 

Mr. President, I oppose this program 
because it is-quite frankly-a waste of 
taxpayers' money. The program dupli
cates substantial ongoing telecom
munications activities conducted by 
the National Science Foundation and 
NASA together with extensive private 
sector involvement. It also duplicates 
training and development activities 
under the chapter 2 block grant of the 
Education Consolidation and Improve
ment Act, and the Education for Eco
nomic Security Act. It is totally inap
propriate to authorize this new Feder
al categorical program. 

At a time when this Congress should 
be reducing Federal spending rather 
than expanding it, I urge my col
leagues to vote against S. 778. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
Senator KENNEDY is to be commended 

for his initiative to move communica
tions technology to the forefront in 
dealing with some of our country's 
most perplexing problems in educa
tion. 

However, I disagree with the ap
proach of this bill. This bill places too 
much emphasis on support for the 
purchase of telecommunications 
equipment through Federal funding 
and not enough emphasis on develop
ing quality educational programs. 

As Henry J. Cauthen, president of 
the South Carolina Educational Tele
vision and Radio Network, stated in 
his testimony before the Senate Labor 
and Human Resources Committee: 

The communication technology is there 
. . . and the nation's public broadcasting 
system provides the framework and founda
tion from which these services can be devel
oped. What we are most in need of at this 
time is funding to develop quality formal 
teaching materials in sufficient quantity to 
meet the rapidly increasing needs of educa
tion. 

Because the public broadcasting 
system is already in place, I believe 
that is the system we need to improve. 
I am concerned this approach will 
merely setup a duplicate system, nei
ther of which will have sufficient qual
ity educational programs. 

Moreover, private groups are already 
providing the types of education envi
sioned by S. 778, at no expense to the 
Federal Government. The current pro
grams which provide satellite trans
mitted academic courses are widely re
ceived and tremendous resources have 
been committed by schools, colleges, 
and the private sector to make it work. 

S. 778 is also not a high priority. 
When we are being forced to consider 
reductions in Federal domestic pro
grams to reduce the deficit and meet 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings budget 
targets, it is extremely difficult to ra
tionalize creating a new $100-million 
program. 

Should the Congress be able to find 
an additional $100 million for domestic 
programs, it would be much better 
spent on programs that assist the 
needy in more substantial ways and 
through existing Federal programs. 
Purchasing telecommunications equip
ment does not fit into the category of 
aiding the needy. 

Accordingly, I do not support this 
measure. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, today 
we have an opportunity. An opportu
nity to make a difference in our to
morrow. We have before us legisla
tion-the "Star Schools" Program
which can be an important element of 
a nationwide, quality educational 
system for our children. 

In my home State of North Dakota, 
the cost to educate each pupil is high, 
due to our small population and the 
large distance pupils must travel to 
reach their schools. Often the schools 
make do with just the basics because 
they cannot afford added curriculums. 

Further, my State has had to cut 
education funding because of the eco
nomic downturn facing North Dakota 
in agriculture and energy. 

Yet students in North Dakota can 
perform with or better than any stu
dents in the world if given the proper 
working tools. 

The goals envisioned in the bill 
would allow the children in my State, 
and in the States of my colleagues, to 
experience educational opportunities 
unrivaled in this world. 

Imagine, a network of telecommuni
cation systems bringing the best edu
cational resources available in the 
country to every school, rural or 
urban, in the Nation. That is what we 
can do for our children today. 

American education is at a cross
roads. Do we continue to provide un
equal educational experiences for our 
children because of lack of resources 
and inability to disseminate quality in
formation, or do we use creative and 
innovative techniques like the "Star 
Schools" Program to attempt to 
ensure that each and every one of our 
children has the access to the best 
education available anywhere in the 
world? 

Do we continue to fall behind other 
countries in math, technology, science, 
language, and the arts? Or do we re
verse this decline and take this oppor
tunity to reestablish ourselves as the 
world leader in education. 

What will be the cost to our country 
if we fail to provide our children with 
an education that allows them to com
pete on a global scale? 

Let us give the children in the rural 
areas of North Dakota and other 
States the chance to reach their full 
potential. When we give them that 
chance, they will be the best. 

Mr. President, I wish to commend 
Senator KENNEDY and the Committee 
on Labor for developing this innova
tive legislation. I urge my colleagues 
to give this measure their strong sup
port. Thank you. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the 
Star Schools Program Assistance Act 
is an important step forward in provid
ing a comprehensive network of qual
ity educational services that will reach 
out to elementary and secondary 
schools in areas most in need of ex
panding their educational resources, 
particularly those in rural areas. 

This bill would assist educational 
groups, through grants, to develop, 
construct and acquire facilities and 
equipment in order to improve the in
struction of math, science, and foreign 
languages by the use of telecommuni
cations. I take as an example-Morn
ing Sun High School, Morning Sun, 
IA. This school and two neighboring 
schools are using microwave television 
to offer 4 years of Spanish, precalcu
lus, psychology-sociology, and anato
my courses. It is doubtful that few, if 
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any, of these courses could be offered 
if the television courses were not avail
able. Clearly, educational offerings 
like this enhance students' learning 
and competitiveness in future educa
tional endeavors. 

I am very supportive of this bill be
cause of its advantages for not only 
secondary schools, but for the tremen
dous impact it can have in rural school 
districts. Often schools in some rural 
areas are unable to provide quality 
courses in math, science, and foreign 
languages. Students suffer by not re
ceiving a wide array of current math 
and science information, and thus are 
inadequately prepared to face educa
tional challenges of the future. 

I thank my colleague, Senator KEN· 
NEDY, for accepting my amendments 
included in the committee substitute. 
The first amendment addresses the 
need for demonstration projects to be 
regionally dispersed throughout the 
Nation. My second amendment assures 
that new educational opportunities of
fered to network participants will be 
targeted particularly toward areas 
with scarce resources and limited 
access to courses in science, math and 
foreign languages. 

Students in small rural districts have 
fewer courses from which to choose 
than do their counterparts in larger 
school districts. Small schools also 
cannot compete with larger districts in 
teacher salaries, which may mean set
tling for a staff with fewer advanced 
degrees and less on-the-job experience. 
Student's learning in small rural 
schools may also be slowed by a lack of 
competition and class discussion. The 
Star Schools Program and the tele
communications network it would es
tablish would address all of these 
issues. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, in 1984 
Congress approved the Education for 
Economic Security Act-Public Law 
98-377, sweeping education reform 
measure that focused on the deficien
cies of the math, science, and foreign 
language programs-termed critical 
areas-in American public schools. 
The legislation we are considering 
today, S. 778-the Star Schools Pro
gram Assistance Act, is a logical pro
gression from the original education 
for economic security bill, and I am 
pleased to cosponsor this measure. S. 
778 would provide grants for the devel
opment, construction, and acquisition 
of telecommunication facilities and 
equipment to further improve our edu
cation programs, with continued em
phasis on math, science, and foreign 
languages. 

We continue to hear the American 
public school system compared unfa
vorably with the systems of instruc
tion in other countries-Japan in par
ticular. It is distressing to note the 
now familiar statistics: Japanese stu
dents score twice as high as American 
pupils on both math and science 

achievement tests; the United States 
ranks next to last when the test scores 
of American eighth graders are com
pared with the performance of their 
counterparts in 13 other developed 
countries. Other comparative studies 
manifest similarly disheartening re
sults. With this evidence before us, the 
immediate task should be to determine 
a course of action to address the prob
lem. 

S. 778 recognizes that all students 
need to have access to basic and ad
vanced courses of the highest quality 
in the critical areas outlined in the 
education for economic security bill. 
Demonstration grants would be award
ed to eligible telecommunications part
nership-including educational institu
tions and agencies, as well as organiza
tions with telecommunications exper
tise-that would in turn offer access to 
the math, science, and foreign lan
guage courses lacking in their curricu
lum. This legislation emphasizes the 
need to assist disadvantaged students 
and areas with limited resources-a 
provision of great importance to my 
own State of Arkansas, and other 
States with a number of rural school 
districts. 

My colleagues may be interested to 
note, Mr. President, that the Arkansas 
Department of Education [ADEl has 
been involved with a pilot Satellite In
struction Program that is in keeping 
with the goals of the star schools pro
posal. As many rural Arkansas school 
districts cannot maintain instructors 
in foreign languages and some advan
taged science courses, the ADE ar
ranged satellite transmittal of pro
grams of instruction from the Utah 
Department of Education and Oklaho
ma State University to nine small 
school districts in the State-Altus
Denning, Cord-Charlotte, Crossett, 
Cushman, Marmaduke, Ozark, Paron, 
Poyen, and Witts Springs. The pro
gram now serves over 200 students, 
and in the 1988-89 school year five 
more districts may be added to this 
network. S. 778 would broaden the 
scope of the Arkansas project even 
further. 

The Star Schools Program Assist
ance Act authorizes $100 million over 
a 5-year period, with a limit of $60 mil
lion in any given year. Local education 
agencies eligible for chapter 1 assist
ance are targeted in this bill, and pri
ority will be given applications that 
offer new resources to traditionally 
underserved populations, as well as 
those proposals that will serve a broad 
range of institutions. 

If we are to address the problems in 
our educational system adequately, 
the Federal Government should be 
committed to the development of ef
fective and innovative strategies, such 
as the approach offered in the Star 
Schools Program Assistance Act. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
join my colleagues today in support of 
the Star Schools Program Assistance 
Act. By offering grants to State and 
multi-State telecommunications part
nerships, this bill would begin to ad
dress America's need for improved 
educational services in the areas of 
math, science, and foreign languages. 

These telecommunications partner
ships would establish networks to pro
vide math, science, and foreign lan
guage courses by satellite to school 
districts and schools which are eligible 
for chapter 1 moneys. Students in 
rural areas would have the opportuni
ty to participate in physics, trigonome
try, and foreign languages courses in 
some instances for the first time. Part
nerships experienced in telecommuni
cations as well as the subject matter 
itself would be able to share their 
knowledge and expertise with students 
across the country. 

The bill authorizes $100 million over 
a period of 5 years for the operation of 
this program. A maximum of $60 mil
lion could be authorized in any single 
year. Telecommunications partner
ships receiving grants would be able to 
use the money for the development 
and construction of equipment and fa
cilities as well as for the development 
of educational programming. In addi
tion, 50 percent of the funds available 
annually will be used by chapter 1 re
cipients to purchase equipment and 
provide teacher training and program
ming. 

The Star Schools Program Assist
ance Act establishes a unique partner
ship between experts in the telecom
munications and educational fields 
and school districts in our country in 
need of improved and varied curricu
lum. Passage of this bill will provide 
all students with the opportunity to 
enhance their education. I urge my 
colleagues to join us in support of this 
legislation. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my strong support for 
S. 778, the Star Schools Program As
sistance Act. I wish to commend the 
senior Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] for introducing this 
forward-thinking legislation, and I am 
pleased to be an original cosponsor. 

This bill would create a grant pro
gram for regional consortia of univer
sities, colleges, local education agen
cies and businesses in order to develop 
satellite systems which will allow the 
best teaching resources in the area to 
be shared by all. An educational tele
communications network would open 
up a vast new teaching resource for 
Hawaii and the Pacific/ Asian territo
ries, where we have traditionally faced 
much more difficult communications 
problems than the mainland States. 
Sharing resources among the islands 
that comprise the State of Hawaii can 
in itself be difficult. However, the 
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prospect of creating a network of the 
best teachers and the best curriculae is 
one which is tremendously exiciting 
and promising. 

Mr. President, with this legislation, 
the United States can take an impor
tant step toward improving our com
petitiveness in the world economy. We 
can upgrade the teaching facilities of 
our schools at a pace that would oth
erwise be impossible. Further more, we 
can put into place a network in the 
United States that can eventually 
allow us to interact with other coun
tries, both underdeveloped countries 
and technologically advanced, in order 
to bring an understanding of foreign 
cultures and international relations 
that will open up regional and world 
markets to American businesses. 

Mr. President, education is a vital in
vestment, and the star schools bill is 
an investment in the future of our 
children which can brighten their ho
rizons. 

I urge passage of S. 778. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to express my support today 
for the Star Schools Program Assist
ance Act. This bill would help estab
lish telecommunications networks to 
improve mathematics, science, and for
eign languages instruction. 

I believe that this bill could go a 
long way to help curb our Nation's de
ficiencies in math, science, and lan
guage education. 

Given the realities of resource and 
teacher shortages in these subjects, 
this bill could greatly assist students 
in rural schools, and other traditional
ly underserved populations, obtain the 
courses and information they need for 
quality education. 

The idea is sound to use telecom
munications to bring together the edu
cational resources of a region, to bring 
those resources together so youngsters 
throughout the region can use them 
fully. 

In New Mexico, I helped establish a 
similar partnership called TECHNET. 
TECHNET brings together the techni
cal resources of New Mexico in ways 
that will benefit the State. 

With this bill, partnerships like 
TECHNET could harness the great re
sources of our national laboratories 
and universities, making their knowl
edge available to rural areas of each 
State. 

I commend Senators KENNEDY, and 
STAFFORD, as well as other Senators, 
together with the staff of the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee, for 
their fine work on this important leg
islation. I urge its early approval by 
the Senate. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] be 
added as an original cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in a 
moment I am going to send to the desk 
one minor technical amendment. This 
amendment simply changes one word 
in order to clarify which institutions 
are eligible to form partnerships under 
this act. This technical amendment re
flects an intention that has already 
been expressed in the committee 
report to encourage public-private 
partnerships under the act. So in a 
moment I will send that amendment 
to the desk. 

AMENDMENT NO. 168 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. <Ms. 
MIKULSKI). The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
KENNEDY) proposes an amendment num
bered 168. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous 
consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 12, line 1, strike out "nonprofit". 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

know of no objections to the amend
ment and I hope the amendment will 
be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. We know of no ob
jection. We urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there is no further debate, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 168) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I move to table the 
motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
know of no other amendment. I be
lieve we are ready for a vote on the 
substitute, as amended. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that it be in order to ask for 
the yeas and nays on this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask, Madam Presi
dent, that the yeas and nays be or
dered on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I indicate to the 

membership, I would hope we could 
have this vote in the next few min
utes. We will try to give as much 
notice to our colleagues as possible. 

AMENDMENT NO. 169 

<Purpose: To include certain Bureau of 
Indian Affairs schools in eligible telecom
munications partnerships) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on 
behalf of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY], for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 169. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 11, line 18, before the comma 

insert the following: "or elementary and sec
ondary schools operated for Indian children 
by the Department of the Interior eligible 
under section lll(d)(2) of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965". 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be 
added as a cosponsor of S. 778, the 
Star Schools Program Assistance Act. 
As a cosponsor I rise to express my 
support for the bill. I would, however, 
like to explain the amendment that 
was offered on my behalf by Mr. KEN
NEDY and that was accepted by the 
managers of the bill. 

I commend Mr. KENNEDY and the 
other committee members on this ini
tiative, but I was concerned with one 
point. The legislation requires that 
telecommunication partnerships eligi
ble for grants under the act include 
three or more of the following groups: 
local educational agencies, State edu
cational agencies, institutions of 
higher education, teacher training 
centers, or public agencies with experi
ence in planning and operating a tele
communications network. I was con
cerned that schools operated by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs under the 
Department of the Interior as well as 
schools contracting with the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs would be excluded 
from participating in these partner
ships. My amendment simply includes 
these schools. The amendment does 
not change the bill's qualification that 
an educational agency's participation 
is contingent upon having a significant 
number of disadvantaged students 
within its jurisdiction. BIA schools will 
be subject to the same qualification. I 
simply believe that BIA schools would 
be ideal members of any partnership 
as they best understand the needs of 
the students in their areas-areas the 
committee hopes will benefit from this 
bill. 

Mr. President, the committee report 
accompanying this bill states that the 
committee is particularly concerned 
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with improving math and science in
struction for traditionally underserved 
and disadvantaged populations. I am 
particularly pleased that Indian 
schools can benefit from this legisla
tion. Because of scarce resources and 
other impediments, tribal schools are 
disadvantaged institutions. Exactly 
this type of school will be able to offer 
higher quality math, science, and for
eign language instruction as a result of 
the partnerships, created to take ad
vantage of this legislation. 

The need to improve education in 
rural and disadvantaged areas is great. 
My State of New Mexico is very rural. 
Most communities lack sufficient re
sources to offer the highest quality of 
instruction in math, science and for
eign languages. Schools in New Mexico 
educate admirably under the adverse 
circumstances that many must con
front; this bill can only help these 
schools offer higher quality education. 

Furthermore, I am very pleased that 
this bill aims to improve math, science, 
and foreign language instruction. A 17-
nation study has shown that American 
students trail all industrialized coun
tries except Sweden in most mathema
tic skills. A recent study completed by 
the Southern Governors' Association 
emphasized the inadequacy of our Na
tion's foreign language instruction. 
The National Commission on Excel
lence in Education wrote in their 
report, "A Nation at Risk," that "the 
educational foundations for our socie
ty are presently being eroded by a 
rising tide of mediocrity that threat
ens our very future as a nation and a 
people." Competitiveness is an issue 
we have now all heard about. The re
ports mentioned above clearly indicate 
that we need to improve our educa
tional system in order to improve our 
competitiveness. I think that this leg
islation is a step in that direction 
Better instruction in math and science 
will lead to brighter and more capable 
students that will eventually develop 
quality services and products that will 
rival any world-wide. 

Mr. President, I again thank the 
chairman and express my SUQport for 
the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
have no objection to the amendment. 
As a matter of fact, I think it is a valu
able one. In the legislation we talk 
about how we hope that there will be 
a focus in areas which fall within title 
1. and we list some of those areas in 
the legislation. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
New Mexico would add Indian reserva
tions. I think it is completely consist
ent. We certainly hope they would 
benefit from these programs. If there 
are other concerns of the members of 
the committee, we will be glad to con
sider those in conference so I hope the 
amendment will be accepted. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Madam President, 
we have no objection to the amend-

ment and are prepared on this side to 
accept it. I would only hope that it 
might be possible in conference to 
make some very minor changes, not of 
substance, to the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there is no further debate on the 
amendment, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 169) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, 
we are ready to go to third reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendments to be 
proposed, the question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on final passage 
of S. 778. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BID EN], and the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON], are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. BIDEN], would vote yea. 

Mr. SIMPSON announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN
BERGER], the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
McCLURE], the Senator from Oklaho
ma [Mr. NICKLES] and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD], are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 77, 
nays 16, as follows: 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D 'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Evans 

[Rollcall Vote No. 80 Leg.] 
YEAS-77 

Ex on Metzenbaum 
Ford Mikulski 
Fowler Mitchell 
Garn Moynihan 
Glenn Murkowski 
Gore Nunn 
Graham Pell 
Grassley Pressler 
Harkin Pryor 
Hatfield Reid 
Hecht Riegle 
Heflin Rockefeller 
Hollings Sanford 
Inouye Sarbanes 
Johnston Sasser 
Karnes Shelby 
Kennedy Simpson 
Kerry Specter 
Lauten berg Stafford 
Leahy Stennis 
Levin Stevens 
Lugar Warner 
Matsunaga Weicker 
McCain Wilson 
McConnell Wirth 
Melcher 

Armstrong 
Boschwitz 
Gramm 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 

Biden 
Duren berger 
Hatch 

NAYS-16 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Roth 
Rudman 

Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 

NOT VOTING-7 
McClure 
Nickles 
Packwood 

Simon 

So the bill <S. 778), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

8.778 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Star Schools Program Assistance Act". 
PROGRAM AUTHORIZED 

SEc. 2. The Education tor Economic Secu
rity Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new title: 

"TITLE IX-STAR SCHOOLS PROGRAM 

''SHORT TITLE 
"SEc. 901. This title may be cited as the 

'Star Schools Program Assistance Act'. 
"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

"SEc. 902. It is the purpose of this title to 
encourage improved instruction in mathe
matics, science, and foreign languages 
through a star schools program under which 
demonstration grants are made to eligible 
telecommunications partnerships to enable 
such eligible telecommunications partner
ships to develop, construct, and acquire tele
communications audio and visual facilities 
and equipment and obtain technical assist
ance for the use of such facilities. 

"PROGRAM AUTHORIZED 
"SEC. 903. (a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-The 

Secretary is authorized, in accordance with 
the provisions of this title, to make grants to 
eligible telecommunications partnerships to 
develop, construct, and acquire telecom
munications facilities and equipment and 
tor technical assistance. 

"(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(1) There is authorized to be appropriated 
$100,000,000 tor the period beginning Octo
ber 1, 1987, and ending September 30, 1992. 

"(2) No appropriation in excess of 
$60,000,000 may be made in any fiscal year 
pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion. 

"(C) LIMITATIONS.-(1) A demonstration 
grant made to an eligible telecommunica
tions partnership under this title may not 
exceed $20,000,000. 

"(2) Not less than 50 percent of the funds 
available in any fiscal year under this Act 
shall be used for the cost of facilities, equip
ment, teacher training or retraining, techni
cal assistance, or programming, tor local 
educational agencies which are eligible to 
receive assistance under title I of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 fas modified by chapter 1 of the Educa
tion Consolidation and Improvement Act of 
1981). 
"ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS PARTNERSHIPS 

"SEC. 904. (a) GENERAL RULE.-In order to 
be eligible tor demonstration grants under 
this title, an eligible telecommunications 
partnership shall consist of-

"(1) a public agency or corporation estab
lished for the purpose of developing and op
erating telecommunications networks to en
hance educational opportunities provided 
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by educational institutions, teacher train
ing centers, health institutions, and indus
try, except that any such agency or corpora
tion shall contain representation of the in
terests of elementary and secondary schools 
who are eligible to participate in the pro
gram under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 fas modi
fied by chapter 1 of the Education Consoli
dation and Improvement Act of 1981J; or 

"f2J a partnership which includes three or 
more of the following which will provide a 
telecommunications network: 

"fA) a local educational agency, which has 
a significant number of elementary and sec
ondary schools which are eligible for assist
ance under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 fas modi
fied by chapter 1 of the Education Consoli
dation and Improvement Act of 1981J or ele
mentary and secondary schools operated for 
Indian children by the Department of the 
Interior eligible under section 111fd)(2J of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, 

"(BJ a State educational agency, 
"fCJ an institution of higher education, 
"fDJ a teacher training center, or 
"fEHiJ a public agency with experience or 

expertise in the planning or operation of a 
telecommunications network, 

"fiiJ a private nonprofit organization 
with such experience, or 

"(iii) a public broadcasting entity with 
such experience. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULE.-An eligible telecom
munications partnership must be organized 
on a statewide or multistate basis. 

"APPLICATIONS 
"SEC. 905. (a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.

Each eligible telecommunications partner
ship which desires to receive a demonstra
tion grant under this title may submit an 
application to the Secretary, at such time, 
in such manner, and containing or accom
panied by such information as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

"(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.-Each such 
application shall-

"(1) describe the telecommunications fa
cilities and equipment and technical assist
ance for which assistance is sought which 
may include-

"( A) the design, development, construc
tion, and acquisition of State or multistate 
educational telecommunications networks 
and technology resource centers; 

"fBJ microwave, fiber optics, cable, and 
satellite transmission equipment; 

"fCJ reception facilities; 
"fD) satellite time; 
"fEJ production facilities,· 
"fF) other telecommunications equipment 

capable of serving a wide geographic area; 
"fGJ the provision of training services to 

elementary and secondary school teachers 
(particularly teachers in schools receiving 
assistance under title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 fas 
modified by chapter 1 of the Education Con
solidation and Improvement Act of 1981JJ in 
using the facilities and equipment for which 
assistance is sought; and 

"fHJ the development of educational pro
gramming for use on a telecommunications 
network; 

"(2) demonstrate that the eligible telecom
munications partnership has engaged in 
sufficient survey and analysis of the area to 
be served to ensure that the services offered 
by the telecommunications partnership will 
increase the availability of courses of in
struction in mathematics, science, and for
eign languages; 

"(3) describe the teacher training policies 
to be implemented to ensure the effective use 
of the telecommunications facilities and 
equipment for which assistance is sought; 

"(4) provide assurances that the financial 
interest of the United States in the telecom
munications facilities and equipment will 
be protected for the useful life of such facili
ties and equipment; 

"(5) provide assurances that a significant 
portion of the facilities, equipment, techni
cal assistance, and programming for which 
assistance is sought will be made available 
to elementary and secondary schools of local 
educational agencies which have a high per
centage of children counted for the purpose 
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (as modified by chap
ter 1 of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act of 1981J; 

"(6) describe the manner in which tradi
tionally underserved students will partici
pate in the benefits of the telecommunica
tions facilities, equipment, technical assist
ance, and programming assisted under this 
Act; and 

"f7J provide such additional assurances as 
the Secretary may reasonably require. 

"(c) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION; PRIORITY.
The Secretary shall, in approving applica
tions under this title, give priority to appli
cations which demonstrate that-

"(1) a concentration and quality of mathe
matics, science, and foreign language re
sources which, by their distribution through 
the eligible telecommunications partner
ship, will offer significant new educational 
opportunities to network participants, par
ticularly to traditionally underserved popu
lations and areas with scarce resources and 
limited access to courses in mathematics, 
science, and foreign languages; 

"(2) the eligible telecommunications part
nership has secured the direct cooperation 
and involvement of public and private edu
cational institutions, State and local gov
ernment, and industry in planning the net
work; 

"( 3J the eligible telecommunications part
nership will serve the broadest range of in
stitutions, including public and private ele
mentary and secondary schools (particular
ly schools having significant numbers of 
children counted for the purpose of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (as modified by chapter 1 of the 
Education Consolidation and Improvement 
Act of 1981)), programs providing instruc
tion outside of the school setting, institu
tions of higher education, teacher training 
centers, research institutes, and private in
dustry; 

"(4) a significant number of educational 
institutions have agreed to participate or 
will participate in the use of the telecom
munications system for which assistance is 
sought; 

"f5J the eligible telecommunications part
nership will have substantial academic and 
teaching capabilities including the capabil
ity of training, retraining, and inservice up
grading of teaching skills; 

"(6) the eligible telecommunications part
nership will serve a multistate area; and 

"f7J the eligible telecommunications part
nership will, in providing services with as
sistance sought under this Act, meet the 
needs of groups of individuals traditionally 
excluded from careers in mathematics and 
science because of discrimination, inaccessi
bility, or economically disadvantaged back
grounds. 

"(d) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.-In ap
proving applications under this title, the 

Secretary shall assure an equitable geo
graphic distribution of grants. 

"DISSEMINATION OF COURSES AND MATERIALS 
UNDER THE STAR SCHOOLS PROGRAM 

"SEc. 906. fa) Each eligible telecommuni
cations partnership awarded a grant under 
this Act shall report to the Secretary a list
ing and description of available courses of 
instruction and materials to be offered by 
educational institutions and teacher train
ing centers which will be transmitted over 
satellite, specifying the satellite on which 
such transmission will occur and the time of 
such transmission. 

"fbJ The Secretary shall compile and pre
pare for dissemination a listing and descrip
tion of available courses of instruction and 
materials to be offered by educational insti
tutions and teacher training centers 
equipped with satellite transmission capa
bilities, as reported to the Secretary under 
subsection fa) of this section. 

"fcJ The Secretary shall distribute the list 
required by subsection fbJ of this section to 
all State educational agencies. 

"EVALUATION 
"SEC. 907. (a) EVALUATION.-The Office of 

Technology Assessment may, upon request, 
beginning after September 30, 1987, conduct 
a thorough evaluation of the use of the tele
communications systems supported by 
grants made under this title. 

"fbJ REPORTS.-The Office of Technology 
Assessment shall, after a request made under 
subsection fa), prepare and submit a report 
to the Congress, on the evaluation author
ized by this subsection. 

"STUDY OF FEASIBILITY OF AN EDUCATIONAL 
SATELLITE 

"SEc. 908. fa) The Office of Technology As
sessment may, upon request, conduct a 
study and evaluation of the cost of design
ing, building, and launching a satellite for 
ed••• BAD MAG TAPE •••ucational pur
poses, together with an analysis of-

"(1) the demand for the use of a satellite 
for educational purposes; and 

"(2) the ability of users of such a system to 
repay the cost of such a satellite. 

"fbJ If the Office of Technology Assessment 
finds, after a study and evaluation conduct
ed under subsection fa), that the cost en
tailed in designing, building, and launching 
such a satellite could be repaid within 10 
years by the potential users of such a satel
lite, the Office of Technology Assessment 
shall notify the Congress of its findings. 

"DEFINITIONS 
"SEc. 909. As used in this title-
"(1) the term 'educational institution' 

means an institution of higher education, a 
local educational agency, and a State educa
tionah agency; 

"f2J the term 'institutioj kf higher educa
tioj' has the saie ieajing givej that teri ujder 
sectikj 1201fa) kf the Hicher Educatikj Act 
kf 1965; 

"(3) the teri 'hkcah educatikjah agejcy' has 
the saie ieajijg givej that teri ujder sectioj 
198fa)(10J kf the Eheiejtary ajd Seckndary 
Educatikn Act of 1965; 

"f4J the term 'public broadcasting entity' 
has the same meaning given that term in 
section 397 of the Communications Act of 
1934; 

"(5) the term 'Secretary' means the Secre
tary of Education; 

"(6) the term 'State educational agency' 
has the same meaning given that term under 
section 198fa)(7J of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965; and 

"(7) the term 'State' means each of the sev
eral States, the District of Columbia, the 
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Common wealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands.". 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I es
pecially want to thank the staffs for 
their fine work on this bill. 

Amanda Broun of my staff has been 
tireless and effective in preparing this 
legislation for the floor. 

David Evans and Anne Young of 
Senator PELL's education staff were 
also very helpful, as were Polly Gault 
and Ellin Nolan with Senator STAF
FORD. 

Bob Silverstein of Senator HARKIN's 
staff worked well to clarify the bill's 
importance for our rural schools. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend the managers of this 
bill, Senators KENNEDY and STAFFORD. 

It is clear that the future of this 
country is in the hands of our chil
dren. But, it is a future filled with dif
ficult challenges. If our children are to 
meet these challenges, then we must 
use all of the tools available to us to 
provide them with the best possible 
education. 

Without a sound math and science 
background, our children will be rel
egated to the economic back seat. Yet, 
many of our schools lack the highly 
trained personnel that are necessary 
to teach these rapidly changing sub
jects. Further, many rural schools 
simply do not have the resources to 
develop and implement the curricu
lums in these subjects. Often, these 
schools do not even have the money to 
hire teachers in the advanced sciences 
and mathematics. 

The Star Schools Program as envi
sioned in this bill would make use of 
our technological base to help our 
schools meet the pressing need for 
better math and science education. By 
making satellite time and technologies 
available to teachers and students on a 
regular basis, we can make quality 
education and instruction far more 
available than it is today. With a satel
lite dish, even a one-room schoolhouse 
can tap the world of knowledge. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to sup
port this bill and again commend the 
managers of the bill for their efforts 
in seeing it through the Senate. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-S. 853 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there will 
be no further rollcall votes today. On 
tomorrow the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar Order 
96, S. 853 amendment of the National 
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Status Act. 

There may be rollcall votes on that. 
Have we not entered an order that I 
may call that up at any time on tomor
row? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WIRTH). The Senator is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while the 
distinguished Republican leader is 
here, I ask unanimous consent that on 
tomorrow, after the two leaders have 
been recognized under the standing 
order, the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar Order No. 96, S. 
853. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I should 
further announce that on tomorrow, if 
action is completed on that bill, I 
would expect and hope to go to the 
nominations on the Executive Calen
dar, proceeding with any one or more 
of them on tomorrow. I should say to 
Senators that a motion to proceed to a 
nomination on the calendar is not de
batable. Of course, the nomination 
itself is debatable. Senators may 
expect rollcall votes on tomorrow. 

I thank all Senators. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be 
a period for the transaction of morn
ing business, that Senators may speak 
therein up to 5 minutes each, and that 
the period not extend beyond 5:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

BUDGET REFORM 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 

Senate will soon begin consideration 
of the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 1988. During 
that consideration, I expect there will 
be discussion of various budget reform 
proposals that have been advanced 
from several quarters in the past few 
months. The President has called for 
new budget procedures, Senators and 
Representatives have drafted and in
troduced legislation, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget 
criticizes Congress for its past per
formance and calls for something new, 
and the chorus swells. 

This is understandable, even predict
able. The siren song of reform is 
always tempting. When we are frus
trated by current circumstances, it is 
exciting, even exhilirating, to mount 
the barricades, rally the disaffected, 
and call for reform. Reform move
ments are a highly valued part of 
American political tradition. 

But reform is not always progress. 
Change for it's own sake doesn't do 
anything but create a false sense of 
achievement, and sets us up for fur
ther disappointment. So before we all 
jump on the reform bandwagon, I 
think we ought to study these propos-

als, and think about whether they will 
really improve things. I myself am 
skeptical. 

Take the proposal for a 2-year 
budget and appropriations process, for 
example. This has a great deal of 
appeal, if for no other reason than it 
holds out the hope of relieving the 
pressure of the legislative calendar, 
eliminating annual marathon sessions 
on budget resolutions and appropria
tions bills, and in general making our 
lives easier. The proponents of the 2-
year process, including my good friend 
Senator DOMENICI, argue that we 
ought to pass a 2-year budget resolu
tion, then pass 2-year appropriations 
bills, and use the next year to conduct 
oversight and consider authorization 
bills, while the Federal budget hums 
along unattended. If I had any hope 
that this dream could become reality, 
I would be as enthusiastic as anyone in 
supporting this proposal. Those of us 
on the Appropriations Committee and 
the Budget Committee have put in 
very long hours all too often, and we 
more than anyone else would dearly 
love to have a respite. But the per
formance of this proposal is not going 
to live up to its promise. The Federal 
budget is not static, Mr. President. It 
is very much alive. It is responsive to 
economic conditions and political cir
cumstances, and it should be. If we ex
perience rising unemployment, we will 
have more Federal spending on some 
programs. If we have higher inflation, 
we will have more Federal spending on 
some programs. If we have higher in
terest rates, we will have more Federal 
spending. If the price of oil goes up, 
we will have more Federal spending. If 
we have a farm disaster, we will have 
more Federal spending. If we have a 
space shuttle disaster, we will have 
more Federal spending. In some areas, 
the increased spending will automati
cally occur, because of all the entitle
ment programs we have created. In 
other areas, the increased spending 
will be the result of deliberate action 
of the President and Congress in re
sponse to a perceived need. There is 
nothing wrong with that-we are sup
posed to be responsive, and to use the 
Federal budget as an instrument of 
policy. 

If we think for 1 minute, Mr. Presi
dent, that we can adopt a 2-year 
budget and appropriations process and 
insulate ourselves from these political 
and economic factors, we are kidding 
ourselves. Rather than spending the 
second year of the 2-year cycle con
ducting oversight and considering au
thorization bills, we will spend our 
time considering supplemental andre
scission bills in response to changing 
requirements. 

We need look no further than the 
past 6 months for evidence of what I 
am suggesting. Last fall we ended the 
99th Congress believing that we had 
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taken action sufficient to reduce the 
Federal budget deficit to the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings target for fiscal year 
1987 of $144 billion. We returned in 
January for the 100th Congress to be 
greeted by the news that the deficit 
would more likely be $17 4 billion. Now 
if reality would depart from hope to 
the tune of $30 billion over 3 months, 
how far off the mark would we be over 
the course of 2 years? Would we 
simply stand idly by and not respond 
to a change of that magnitude, ex
plaining to a beleagured public that 
we were in our second year of over
sight, authorization legislation, and 
general contemplation, and that reme
dial action on the budget would have 
to wait? If the farm economy absolute
ly collapses, are we going to tell our 
farmers their timing is wrong, and 
they'll just have to wait for Federal 
assistance? If another earthquake 
rocks Italy or El Salvador, will we 
ignore our long-tradition of humani
tarian aid because our schedule calls 
for devoting time to other matters? Of 
course not. We will respond, as we 
should. 

Nor is this simply a matter for Con
gress to consider. The President is in
volved as well. Last October the Presi
dent signed the continuing resolution 
for fiscal year 1987, embracing all 13 
regular appropriations bills providing 
a total of nearly a half trillion dollars. 
Twelve weeks later, he was back, 
asking for more, presenting Congress 
with a supplemental request of $12.4 
billion. The President couldn't sit still 
for more than 12 weeks without asking 
for more money. What makes anyone 
think he would sit calmy for 12 
months, if he thought a request for 
additonal funds was necessary? 

My point, Mr. President, is that it 
may be nice to dream of a 2-year cycle 
and the peace it would bring, but it 
won't happen. If we adopt a 2-year 
process, we will spend the first year 
acting on the budget resolutions and 
appropriations bills, and the second 
year making adjustments to them. 
The calendar will be every bit as 
crowded. 

Another idea that has been ad
vanced is something known as en
hanced rescission authority. This idea 
has taken form in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 16, offered by the Senator 
from Indiana, Mr. QUAYLE, and incor
porated in S. 832, offered by the Sena
tor from New Mexico, Mr. DoMENICI. 
Those gentlemen propose an expedit
ed procedure for rescissions that goes 
far beyond that already incorporated 
in the existing Budget Act. Under this 
scheme, the President would transmit 
rescission messages to Congress within 
3 days after signing an appropriations 
bill, the messages would be introduced 
as legislation on the day of their arriv
al, and the Committee on Appropria
tions would have no more than 5 cal
endar days for consideration. The 

committee could make no substantive 
revision, in short, no amendments, to 
the legislation, and would be dis
charged after 5 days. The rescission 
bills would be privileged, eligible to be 
called up without debate, and within 5 
more days, there would have to be a 
vote. No amendments, no motion tore
consider would be in order. Debate 
would be limited to 4 hours. 

Mr. President, for an institution that 
bills itself as the "world's greatest de
liberative body," that was character
ized by the Founding Fathers as the 
"saucer that cools the legislative tea" 
poured by our more impetuous breth
eren in the other body, we have cer
tainly become enamored of expedited 
procedures, hamstringing our leader
ship and eliminating our cherished 
right of prolonged debate. If this Rube 
Goldberg scheme were implemented, 
we would be beseiged with scores, pos
sibly hundreds, of rescission bills from 
a President determined to revisit 
policy disputes with congressional 
funding priorities within 2 weeks of 
signing the bills that established those 
priorities. What a silly sight that 
would be. 

More fundamentally, this scheme 
would threaten the very important 
process of building coalitions and 
making compromises. That process is 
integral to legislating and governing. 
Surely the proponents of this scheme 
know that. We couldn't have farm leg
islation if different commodity groups 
with different interests didn't compro
mise their differences and work to
gether for the good of the whole. We 
would not have had a highway-transit 
bill if Members from rural areas and 
Members from urban areas had not 
worked together to support each 
other's interests. The President would 
not have had $100 million in aid to the 
Contras if he had not agreed to cer
tain restrictions. That is the nature of 
things, Mr. President. It is the way our 
laws are made. It is not anything to be 
embarrassed about. And if we give the 
President this new procedure, we will 
allow him to subject us, under a man
dated procedure, to a systematic pick
ing apart of coalitions painstakingly 
built over months of hearings, debate, 
and negotiations, and only days after 
he signs bills embodying the results. 

To those whose interest in reducing 
Federal spending overrides these con
cerns, I also say that this is the wrong 
proposal to give relief. This proposal 
only addresses funding provided in ap
propriations bills. As Senator DoMEN
ICI noted when he introduced his bill, 
appropriations bills account for less 
than half of Federal spending, far less 
when defense spending is excluded. 
This enhanced rescission scheme 
doesn't address entitlements funded 
beyond the scope of appropriations 
bills. It doesn't address the revenue 
side of the budget at all, and heaven 
knows we get revenue measures 

around here from time to time that 
cost us revenue and increase the defi
cit. If this proposal were to address 
the entire budget, and not just less 
than one quarter of it, then it might 
have some merit. But it doesn't, and 
enhanced rescission proposals should 
be opposed. 

If the proponents seek action on the 
President's rescission proposals, let 
them utilize the process established by 
the Budget Act in 1974. Simply intro
duce a rescission bill. It will be re
ferred to the Appropriations Commit
tee. The committee will have 25 days 
to consider the bill, or be discharged. 
The bill would then go to the calendar 
and be considered according to the 
same rights and privileges as other leg
islation. 

A number of the proponents of en
hanced rescission proposals complain 
that this body never votes on the 
President's rescission requests. I dis
pute that. For example. In 1981 the 
President requested $14.7 billion in re
scissions and we enacted $15.1 billion, 
and there have been other rescissions 
enacted since then. If Members want 
votes on rescission requests, let them 
introduce bills under the current pro
cedures. Apparently no one wants to 
do that, since the existing procedure 
has been used once in the past 6 years. 
If we have no interest in trying the ex
isting procedure, I doubt that a new 
scheme is going to work any miracles. 

I have taken enough time for today, 
Mr. President. There are other budget 
reform proposals that I might want to 
discuss at another time-wrong
headed notions such as an automatic 
continuing resolution; a joint resolu
tion on the budget, requiring a Presi
dential signature; and restoring these
quester procedure to the most recent 
monstrosity created in the name of 
reform, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. But 
I will desist for now, Mr. President. 
Let me just close by saying that every 
reform proposal I have seen so far is 
really just a way to substitute proce
dure for performance. We are not 
going to work our way out of our Fed
eral deficit difficulties with procedural 
gimmicks. There is nothing wrong 
with our present system if we summon 
the will to make it work. And if we do 
not have will, no new procedures will 
work any better. 

SECRETARY SAMUEL PIERCE'S 
REMIC'S DECISION 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my strong support for the 
decision yesterday by Secretary 
Samuel Pierce of HUD approving 
Fannie Mae's request to issue Real 
Estate Mortgage Investment Conduits 
<REMIC's). I believe this decision will 
enhance competition in mortgage fi
nance markets and lead to lower inter
est rates for American home buyers. 
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As the original sponsors of the 

REMIC's legislation, it was my clear 
intention that Fannie Mae and Fred
die Mac should be treated as any other 
mortgage securities issue with full au
thority to issue REMIC's. As chairman 
of the Taxation Subcommittee, with 
jurisdiction over REMIC's legislation, 
I heard strong support for Fannie 
Mae's full participation under my bill, 
from every private sector witness who 
supported REMIC's concept. 

The matter of Fannie Mae's partici
pation was similarly considered and 
supported in the House. 

Fannie Mae's participation in 
REMIC's is an important element in 
the success of the REMIC's instru
ment. 

There is no reason that has been 
shown for arbitrarily restricting 
Fannie Mae's authority to issue 
REMIC's. To the contrary, the market 
should be broadly defined in order to 
ensure the full benefits of REMIC's to 
the home buyer are realized. 

I hope that this matter is now 
behind us so that REMIC's can now 
develop as Congress envisioned. 

NBA FRANCHISE IN CHARLOTTE, 
NC 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to congratulate the people of 
Charlotte, NC, on the selection of 
their city as the site of a National Bas
ketball Association franchise. This 
thriving metropolis, which is the larg
est city in North Carolina, has sought 
this franchise for a long time and its 
efforts have now been rewarded. 

Charlotte is uniquely qualified to 
host the new Charlotte Spirit fran
chise. First, hundreds of thousands of 
people live in the Charlotte metropoli
tan area and have indicated that they 
will support the team by their advance 
purchase of over 14,000 season tickets. 

Second, a new coliseum is under con
struction in Charlotte and will seat 
23,000 when it is completed in the 
summer of 1988. This facility is being 
built specifically for basketball and 
will be a great site for the new team. 

Finally, North Carolina is basketball 
country. We have long been proud of 
our college and high school teams. 
With the addition of the Charlotte 
team during the 1988-89 season, we 
now have a team that the entire State 
can support. 

I also want to congratulate George 
Shinn of Charlotte, who was so instru
mental in bringing the NBA franchise 
to the Queen City. When others 
doubted that it could be done, George 
persevered and I am proud of this new 
addition to our rich sports scene in 
North Carolina. 

VESSEY NAMED PRESIDENTIAL 
ENVOY 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the White 
House has confirmed that former 
Chairman of the Joints Chiefs of 
Staff, Gen. John Vessey, has been ap
pointed as Presidential envoy to Hanoi 
for the purpose of accelerating United 
States-Vietnamese dialog to solve the 
POW /MIA issue. 

As we all know, Hanoi made a com
mitment in 1985 to engage the United 
States on resolving the fates of our 
MIA's as a separate, humanitarian 
issue and to work for its complete res
olution within 2 years. Early negotia
tions were promising and many of our 
hero's remains have been returned. 
But as this year's deadline approaches, 
we find that both technical and policy 
talks have stalled-the Vietnamese 
claim this is due to internal political 
reasons. Well, now they've had their 
elections and I would hope that they 
will once again negotiate in good faith 
and not attempt to link resolution of 
the POW /MIA issue to other political 
matters. It's clearly in Vietnam's inter
est to resolve this remaining vestige of 
the war. 

ADMINISTRATION EFFORTS 

With the Vessey initiative, the ad
ministration has again clearly demon
strated their seriousness on the POW I 
MIA issue. As early as last fall, Presi
dent Reagan saw the need to acceler
ate Vietnamese cooperation and ap
proved one of America's finest, Jack 
Vessey, as his personal emissary to 
Hanoi. This appointment was just re
cently presented to the Vietnamese; 
unfortunately the initiative was 
leaked. Nonetheless, Jack Vessey will 
do a fine job-the next move is up to 
the Vietnamese. 

We would all hope that a realistic 
agenda for resuming the talks will be 
forthcoming and that Hanoi will con
tinue serious negotiations on humani
tarian grounds. Many American fami
lies wish to resolve once and for all the 
fates of their loved ones who served 
our country so selflessly. We must all 
continue our commitment to seeing a 
speedy resolution to the POW /MIA 
issue and we wish Jack Vessey all the 
best in his efforts on behalf of a grate
ful nation. 

HONORING PATRICIA CREGAN 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 

today to offer my praise and encour
agement to a fine Senate staffer, Pa
tricia Cregan, who is leaving the 
Senate Appropriations Committee at 
the end of this week to accept a posi
tion in the private sector. 

Pat served with distinction as major
ity clerk for the Appropriations Sub
committee on Transportation and Re
lated Agencies from October 1983 
though the end of the 99th Congress. 
For the last several months, she has 
held the position of minority clerk on 

the same subcommittee where she has 
continued to display the competence 
and professionalism that characterize 
her work in the Senate. 

As the ranking minority member of 
the Transportation Subcommittee, it 
has been a pleasure for me to have 
had Pat's able assistance on transpor
tation issues of concern to the subcom
mittee. She brought to her job a 
wealth of experience gained from her 
previous positions on the staff of the 
House Budget Committee, and as a 
budget analyst in the Office of the 
Secretary at the Department of Trans
portation. 

In 1981, when Pat joined the Senate 
Appropriations Committee staff, she 
worked on general budget matters, or 
"scorekeeping." This experience in 
"bean-counting," as she refers to it, 
was undoubtedly helpful in developing 
her keen ability to maintain a compar
ative perspective on the broad range 
of issues included in appropriations 
bills. When she joined the Transporta
tion Subcommittee in 1983, she had a 
wide understanding of the many com
peting programs and issues that com
prise a governmentwide funding bill. 

Pat Cregan does not hail from New 
York State-in fact, she is from 
Youngstown, OR-nevertheless, this 
New York Senator and his staff can 
attest to her good work on transporta
tion issues of concern to our State. We 
wish her much success and happiness 
as she begins her new career. 

WHATEVER I CAN DREAM, I CAN 
ACHIEVE 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I 
would like to pay tribute to Elizabeth 
Hughes of Williston, ND, the first
place winner of the National Journal
ism Contest sponsored by the Presi
dent's Committee on Employment of 
the Handicapped. 

This 17-year-old high school senior 
wrote a paper called "Whatever I Can 
Dream, I Can Achieve," which de
scribes a young woman with spina 
bifida who works for the CIA. Eliza
beth is in Denver today receiving a 
cash scholarship and a certificate at a 
National Conference on Employment 
of People with Disabilities. 

Elizabeth's first place honors are 
well-deserved, and I am proud of the 
writing skills this young North Dako
tan displays. 

I know many of my colleagues in 
this body are interested in employ
ment of the handicapped, and think 
you might benefit from reading Eliza
beth's perceptions of one disabled 
woman's efforts to contribute to socie
ty. 

I ask unanimous consent that her 
report be printed in the CONGRESSION
AL RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the report 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WHATEVER I CAN DREAM, I CAN ACHIEVE 

<By Elizabeth Hughes) 
She is one of 240 million American citi

zens. 
She is one of 35 million Americans with a 

disability. 
She is one of 12,000 Americans born each 

year who have spina bifida. 
She is Michelle Duffy, a young woman 

who has dared to dream and achieve things 
many of us never thought possible. Michelle 
has been paralyzed since birth because of 
spina bifida, but she does not allow her dis
ability to affect her individual goals and as
pirations. Michelle says, "If I can dream it, I 
can achieve it." Energetically, she contin
ues, "I plan to always live my life to the 
fullest." 

Michelle's biggest dream has been to 
become independent. While living with her 
family in the Washington, DC area, Mi
chelle reached a certain degree of independ
ence by working as a receptionist at the 
CIA. Michelle's job proved to be one of the 
most positive influences of her life. Her job 
entailed some work on computers, but the 
largest portion of her work centered around 
working with her and for others. Personal 
contact, Michelle says, has always been very 
important to her. She says, "People are the 
essence of life. I thrive on contact with 
others." At her job, Michelle viewed herself 
as no different from anyone else. Her work 
had given her direction, and Michelle re
marked fondly, "I was there to make my 
contribution to 'The Agency' just like every
one else." As an employee, Michelle created 
new opportunities and experiences for her
self, achieved a unique sense of personal 
pride for her independence, and expanded 
her horizons; however, she still felt her 
family was providing too many services for 
her. 

Two years ago, Michelle had to leave her 
work and join her family in their move to 
Montana. To establish herself in her new 
home, she became active in community af
fairs. As both a paid employee and a volun
teer, Michelle loved her work, and it became 
an integral part of her life; however, Mi
chelle felt that something was still missing. 
She says, "I wanted to go back to Washing
ton, DC. My experiences in Montana helped 
me grow so much, but I needed more." The 
dream of independence burned inside Mi
chelle. 

Michelle knew that the only way that she 
could return to her job in Washington, DC, 
was if she could be accepted at a group 
home for young people with disabilities. and 
she also knew her acceptance rested upon 
her ability to reach a certain degree of 
physical independence. 

"I wanted so desperately to go back home 
to my friends and my job. I knew it would 
be difficult to leave my family, and even 
more difficult to attain the physical inde
pendence and adaptability required for my 
acceptance into the home, but I was deter
mined to succeed," said Michelle. She began 
her battle for independence because, as she 
remembers, "Returning to my job was the 
most important thing for me. As a young 
working woman, I felt I had more of a pur
pose in life. I was a contributing member of 
the work force, and it made all my efforts 
seem so worthwhile." 

In order to return to her cherished posi
tion at the CIA, Michelle encountered a 
major challenge-attainment of almost com-

plete physical independence. Faced with 
this arduous task, Michelle presented her 
new set of personal goals to her family and 
they too accepted the challenge of prepar
ing for her return. They combined their ef
forts with a home health nurse and togeth
er they struggled through the daily physical 
and emotional trials. All the while, they vis
ualized Michelle's dream: to return to work 
and to her friends. Michelle's mother, 
Yvonne Duffy, said, " It was so exciting to 
see Michelle set her goals, work toward 
them, and achieve them. All of us shared in 
her sense of accomplishment. It was a won
derful time for all of us." 

The dream of independence came true for 
Michelle early last year when she was ac
cepted into the Cheshire Homes for inde
pendent living. Because the home is near 
Washington, DC, Michelle has been able to 
return to her previous position at the CIA. 

Michelle's parents made the journey with 
her to the East to help her get settled in her 
new home. It was difficult for the Duffys to 
think of returning home without Michelle, 
but when they visited Michelle at work, 
they saw it was the best thing for her. They 
saw their daughter from a new perspective. 
She had always been their little girl, and 
now she was successfully filling the role of a 
young woman in the work force. They saw 
in Michelle a new sense of self confidence, 
pride, proficiency, and fulfillment. As her 
family boarded the plane to return to Mon
tana, teary-eyed Michelle said, "If it were 
not for our move .to Montana, I don't think 
I would ever have left home. Maybe I would 
never have found the desire to reach my full 
potential. It really was the best thing for 
me." 

Through her work, Michelle gained 
enough confidence to venture into other 
areas of interest. She participated in other 
activities, and became more involved. She 
found the courage to journey to a shopping 
center by herself, and she reached a major 
goal by traveling alone to New York to visit 
relatives during her Christmas vacation. 

Michelle's family had seen her personal 
moments of victory and triumph: Michelle's 
first shower by herself, changing her colos
tomy bag, and dressing herself completely. 
But as Michelle's father said, "Until now, 
we had not realized how much independ
ence meant to Michelle. Initially, we knew 
Michelle's job was important to her, but we 
never knew just how important. She strug
gled to get where she is." Michelle has 
proven to herself and everyone else that her 
work represents independence, and inde
pendence is vitally important to her. Her 
father continued, "Now we truly see that 
Michelle is a success." 

Yes, she is one of 12,000 Americans born 
with spina bifida each year. 

Yes, she is one of 240 million American 
citizens. 

Yes, she is a success. 
Even more importantly, she is one very 

determined young woman. 
Michelle reflects, "Through my independ

ence and my job, I have discovered the 
magic within myself. My work has inspired 
me to make my dreams become reality." Mi
chelle is a wonderful example that whatever 
one can dream, can truly be achieved. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE ANNISTON 
ARMY DEPOT 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am 
proud to rise today to pay tribute to 
the employees and the command of 
the Anniston Army Depot, which is lo-

cated in Calhoun County in northeast 
Alabama. I recently visited this facility 
for the eighth time. Each visit has 
added to my admiration for the work 
done by Army civilian employees and 
Army personnel whose joint efforts 
have produced one of the most effi
cient operations in all Government 
services. Senator SAM NuNN joined me 
during one of my visits, and he, like
wise, marveled at the accomplishments 
of this Army base. 

The Anniston Army Depot is 1 of 12 
depots in the Army's Depot System 
Command. These depots are located 
throughout the United States and in 
West Germany and provide direct sup
port as supply sources to Army units 
around the world. The responsibility 
of the Anniston Army Depot includes 
combat vehicle rebuild and conversion 
programs, small arms and artillery re
build, and the maintenance of various 
missile systems. The depot is also the 
largest ammunition storage facility 
within the Army's Depot System Com
mand. Anniston Army Depot also ex
ercises command and control of the 
Lexington-Bluegrass Depot activity. 
For more than 40 years, the citizens of 
Anniston and the employees of the 
Anniston Army Depot have been work
ing to keep America's defenses strong. 
They have labored to provide Ameri
can servicemen all over the world with 
the most reliable equipment and sup
plies that are available anywhere in 
the world. Anniston and the depot 
have a history of working together for 
our Nation. They have provided a solid 
foundation for the American service
men and women. They should be com
mended for their efforts. 

The Anniston Army Depot first 
opened its gates in 1942 as the Annis
ton Ordnance Depot. Building had 
started in 1940, when possible conflict 
was envisioned after the war broke out 
in Europe. The Army discovered that 
the area in the Appalachian foothills 
met several requirements; the hilly 
terrain provided good locations for 
storage facilities which could be sepa
rated from each other and not easily 
seen; the location was far enough 
inland to be safe from any enemy 
naval attacks, thought possible at that 
time; rail lines ran along the depots' 
borders providing access for shipping; 
and the surrounding agricultural com
munity provided the stable work force 
that was necessary. In the years be
tween 1943 and 1945, the Anniston 
Ordnance Depot proved itself, han
dling more than 1% million tons of 
material. Workers shipped or stored 
ammunition for 65 cents an hour and 
often worked three shifts a day to get 
bullets to the troops. It was homefront 
efforts, such as this, that provided 
America with a great advantage 
during World War II. Without this 
commitment, we might have still won 
the war-but I am certain it would 
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have taken many more years and 
many more lives before we would have 
emerged victorious. 

Since World War II, the Anniston 
Army Depot has continued in its great 
service of our national defense. In the 
1950's, the depot's growing mission 
was evident by the addition of ware
houses and ammunition igloos, as well 
as the installation of an automatic 
data processing system for stock con
trol. The David L. Stanley Mainte
nance Facility, the center of the 
depot's tank rebuild program, was also 
completed in 1953. This facility was 
named for a great civilian Federal em
ployee who devoted his life's work to 
the improvement of the depot. 

In 1962, the depot was renamed An
niston Army Depot and was placed 
under the direction of the Army Mate
riel Command. It continued its growth 
during the sixties and added the cali
bration mission for six Southeastern 
States and logistics support for the 
Lance, Shillelagh, and TOW missile 
systems. The Dragan missile was 
added in 1971. 

In September 1976, Anniston Army 
Depot, along with all of the other 
Army depots, was placed under the di
rection of the U.S. Army Depot 
System Command. In the recent past, 
the depot has begun maintenance 
work on the M-1 Abrams tank, which 
is the new tank being deployed today 
by the U.S. Army. 

The Anniston Army Depot is big 
business for both Alabama and for An
niston. Facilities at the depot are 
valued at $717 million and the depot 
operates under an annual budget 
which approaches $255 million. The 
depot has a work force which is usual
ly between 4,800 and 5,000 employees 
and an annual payroll of almost $120 
million. As such, the depot is the larg
est employer . within the 14 county 
third congressional district. The depot 
covers over 25 square miles of land 
with more than 18,000 acres of wood
land and 40 acres of lakes and streams. 
There are almost 2,000 buildings and 
structures with 8.5 million square feet 
of floor space, approximately 250 
miles of roads and streets and 46 miles 
of railroad tracks. 

A major asset which the depot 
enjoys is its link with the local com
munity. The Anniston Army Depot is, 
indeed, an integral part of the Annis
ton community. Many employees have 
spent their entire working lives at the 
depot and feel a real sense of family 
among their fellow employees. In each 
achievement, they share a sense of ac
complishment and enjoy working as 
members of a team. 

Mr. President, I know that in the 
future, the accomplishments of the 
Anniston Army Depot and of the com
munity of Anniston will be great. I 
know that each will work together in 
their service of our country. Though 
their efforts are not usually rewarded 

with glory or military decoration, they 
provide an essential service for our na
tional defense. Without their work, 
our national defense would not be as 
strong as it is. As their representative, 
I take pride in their achievements and 
salute their success. 

SDI AND THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, a 
recent poll conducted this month by 
the highly regarded polling firm of 
Penn and Schoen Associates of New 
York, for the Committee on the 
Present Danger, shows that the Amer
ican people not only want SDI re
search but they fully expect that a 
strategic defense against Soviet ballis
tic missiles be deployed. 

Mr. President, the poll also demon
strates that Americans remain con
cerned about the growth in Soviet nu
clear and military power, and that, 
contrary to claims made by the opposi
tion to SDI, Americans understand 
that any strategic defense ought to 
defend both the U.S. population and 
military capability. 

Mr. President, 44 percent of those 
polled believe that the Soviet Union 
has a stronger nuclear force than the 
United States, compared with 37 per
cent who believe we possess the 
stronger force. Almost 60 percent of 
Americans believe the Soviets spend 
more on defense than we do, while 50 
percent think that the Soviet military 
is stronger than the United States 
military. A remarkable 66 percent be
lieve that U.S. military spending 
should be increased or kept at current 
levels. 

Mr. President, on SDI the attitudes 
of Americans are consistent with all 
polls that do not characterize strategic 
defense as star wars-an intentionally 
derogatory phrase that confuses 
rather than informs. Seventy-seven 
percent of all Americans support re
search and development of SDI. Only 
20 percent oppose it. Seventy-four per
cent, Mr. President, 74 percent favor 
setting up an SDI system in the 
United States, while only 19 percent 
oppose it. When asked if an SDI 
system should defend primarily people 
or primarily missiles, or both, a sur
prising 75 percent of those polled 
thought both should be defended. 
This abolishes the myth that the 
American people are not sophisticated 
enough to understand that their secu
rity is strengthened when the Armed 
Forces of the country are protected. 
The American people do not oppose a 
strategic defense that protects mis
siles; they prudently understand that 
such a defense should protect both. 

Perhaps the most interesting statis
tic, Mr. President, is the first question 
in the poll. Let me read it for my col
leagues: "The United States currently 
has a system to defend against nuclear 

missile attack. True or false?" Sixty
four percent answered true to this 
question, Mr. President. We all know 
that the American people are grossly 
in error here. But only because they 
have properly applied common sense 
to the question of the Nation's de
fense. It is we in Congress and in the 
executive branch who have failed in 
not providing such a defense for the 
American people. Maybe we should 
listen more carefully to their counsel? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the general summary of the 
Committee on the Present Danger poll 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
NATIONAL POLL No. 1063 FOR THE COMMITTEE 

ON THE PRESENT DANGER 
This volume contains the general summa

ry and detailed crosstabular results of a na
tional survey conducted for the Committee 
on the Present Danger by Penn & Schoen 
Associates, Inc. In all, 1004 interviews were 
conducted from April 3, to April 5, 1987, 
using a random sample of U.S. residents 
that accurately reflects a typical cross-sec
tion of American citizens. All interviews 
were conducted from the central telephone 
facilities of Penn & Schoen. 

GENERAL SUMMARY: CPD NATIONAL NO. 1063 

Question No. 1: Now I would like to ask 
you some questions about defense. I would 
like you to tell me if you think the state
ment is true or false. The United States cur
rently has a system to defend against nucle
ar missile attack. Do you think that is true 
or false? 

All: True, 64; false, 31; don't know, 5. 
Question No. 2: The Soviet Union current

ly has a system to defend against nuclear 
missile attack. Do you think that is true or 
false? 

All: True, 67; false, 29; don't know, 4. 
Question No. 3: The United States spends 

more on strategic defense than the Soviet 
Union. Do you think that is true or false? 

All: True, 33; false, 56; don't know, 11. 
Question No. 4: The Soviets have pulled 

their troops out of Afghanistan. Do you 
think that is true or false? 

All: True, 8; false, 86; don't know, 6. 
Question No. 5: The United States has 

more nuclear weapons today than it did 20 
years ago. Do you think that is true or 
false? 

All: True, 89; false, 8; don't know, 3. 
Question No. 6: The U.S. nuclear arsenal 

has more explosive power than 20 years ago. 
Do you think that is true or false? 

All: True, 91; false, 6; don't know, 2. 
Question No.7: Who has the stronger nu

clear force-the United States or the Soviet 
Union? 

All: U.S., 37; U.S.S.R., 44; don't know, 19. 
Question No. 8: Which country spends 

more on its military forces today-the 
United States or the Soviet Union? 

All: U.S., 31; U.S.S.R., 59; don't know, 10. 
Question No. 9: Who has a stronger mili

tary right now-the United States or the 
Soviet Union? 

All: U.S., 36; U.S.S.R., 50; don't know, 14. 
Question: No. 10: What percentage of this 

country's total economic output do you 
think now goes to national defense-under 
10%, 10-20%, 21-30%, 31-40%, 41-50% or 
over 50%? 
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All: Under 10%, 5; 10-20%, 23; 21-30%, 24; 

31-40%, 18; 41-50% 10; over 50%, 12; don't 
know, 7. <The correct answer is: Under 10%.) 

Question: No. 11: What percentage of 
every dollar the Federal government spends 
goes to defense-under 10%, 10-20%, 21-
30%, 31-40%. 41-50%, 51-60%, 61-70% or 
over 70%? 

All: Under 10%. 6; 10-20%, 20; 21-30%. 23; 
31-40%. 18; 41-50% 12; 51-60%. 6; 61-70%. 3; 
or over 70%. 2; don't know, 10. <The correct 
answer is: 21-30%.> 

Question: No. 12: In general, do you think 
that spending on defense should be in
creased, decreased or kept the same? 

All: Increased, 27; decreased, 31; kept 
same, 39; don't know, 3. 

Question: No. 13: The Strategic Defense 
Initiative, or SDI, is a research program to 
develop a system to destroy incoming nucle
ar missiles before they reach their targets. 
Do you favor or oppose the U.S. going 
ahead with the research and development 
phases of the SDI? 

All: Favor, 77; oppose, 20; don't know, 3. 
Question: No. 14: If such a system could 

be developed, would you favor or oppose set
ting up the SDI system in the United 
States? 

All: Favor, 74; oppose, 19; don't know, 7. 
Question: No. 15: Do you see the SDI as a 

new weapon or as a way to limit the useful
ness of nuclear weapons? 

All: New weapon, 29; limit, 60; don't know, 
11. 

Question: No. 16: Do you think that the 
SDI should be used primarily to protect 
cities from attack, primarily to protect our 
missiles from attack or for both purposes 
equally? 

All: Cities, 16; missiles, 4; both, 75; don't 
know, 6. 

Question: No. 17: In general, do you think 
the Strategic Defense Initiative would make 
the world safer, less safe, or would it not 
make much difference? 

All: Safer, 49; less safe, 8; no difference, 
40; don't know, 3. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that a brief 
news release of the American Defense 
Preparedness Association on their 
awards for superior work in the strate
gic defense initiative be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the news 
release ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DR. TELLER AND GENERAL RANKINE RECEIVE 
TOP STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE AWARD 

The American Defense Preparedness As-
sociation <ADPA> announced today that Dr. 
Edward Teller and Air Force Major General 
<select) Robert R. Rankine, Jr., were the re
cipients of the prestigious ADP A Stragetic 
Defense Award for 1986. They were present
ed at the second annual Strategic Defense 
Initiative <SDI> Technical Achievements 
Awards Banquet on March 4 in Washington, 
DC., at the Washington Hilton Hotel. 

Dr. Teller, member of the White House 
Science Council and a pioneer physicist, has 
been one of America's earliest and most stal
wart supporters of the President's SDI pro
gram. He developed many of the advanced 
principles that form the basis for the wide
ranging SDI research and development pro
gram now underway throughout the coun
try. 

Gen. Rankine also received the ADPA 
Strategic Defense Award for his contribu
tions to the SDI program since its inception 

in 1983. He developed the basic organiza
tion, and was its first Director from Septem
ber 1983 until April 1984. Currently, Gener
al Rankine is the Director of Space Sys
tems, Command, Control and Communica
tions, for Headquarters, U.S. Air Force. 

KEMP KEYNOTE SPEAKER 

The keynote speaker for the second 
annual SDI Awards Banquet was Rep. Jack 
Kemp <R-NY), one of the most ardent sup
porters of the President's SDI program. 
More than 700 industry and government of
ficials were in attendance for his remarks on 
the SDI program. 

OTHER AWARD WINNERS 

McDonnell Douglas Astronautics Compa
ny, Huntington Beach, CA. received the 
Strategic Defense Technical Achievement 
Award for the Delta 180 Project. On Sept. 5, 
1986, the Delta 180 space launch vehicle, 
manufactured by McDonnell Douglas, was 
successfully launched on its maiden flight 
only 16 months after project initiation. 

Captain Mark Welty of Patrick Air Force 
Base, FL., received the SDI Director's 
Award for work on the Delta 180 experi
ment, the first operational space detection 
and intercept mission. Lt. Gen. James 
Abrahamson, Director of the SDI Organiza
tion, presented the award to Captain Welty. 
Welty performed as the Delta 180 Network 
Support Manager for the Eastern Test 
Range, Patrick Air Force Base, during the 
experiment. 

The SDI Laboratory Award was won by 
the Air Force Geophysics Laboratory, Hans
com Air Force Base, MA. Mr. Donald R. 
Smith, representing the laboratory, accept
ed the award for a project known as 
SPIRIT, which involved developing and suc
cessfully flying in space the first of a new 
generation of high resolution and sensitivity 
long-wave infrared radar spectral sensors. 
One of the sensors was launched in April 
1986 from Poker Flat Research Range, 
Alaska. 
TECHNICAL ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS RUNNERS-UP 

Flexible Lightweight Agile Guided Experi
ment <FLAGE>: Major General Eugene Fox, 
Vice Commander of the U.S. Army Strategic 
Defense Command, Huntsville, Ala., repre
sented the government and industry team 
receiving recognition for the successful 
FLAGE flight on June 27, 1986. The flight, . 
conducted at the White Sands Missile 
Range in New Mexico, culminated in a 
FLAGE vehicle destroying an incoming air
craft-launched, ballistic cone-shaped object 
at 12,000 feet above the ground. 

Rapid Retargeting and Precision Pointing 
<R2P2) Facility: The R2P2 system is a Na
tional Test Facility for the development and 
evaluation of SDI Acquisition, Tracking and 
Point <ATP) systems, Martin Marietta Aero
space, Denver, CO, developed the facility 
and opened it on Dec. 19, 1986, a completion 
date established 18 months prior. 

RUNNERS-UP FOR THE SDI LABORATORY AWARD 

A joint effort by Harry Diamond Labora
tories, Adelphi, Md.; Sandia National Lab
oratories, Albuquerque, NM; and Los 
Alamos National Laboratories, Santa Fe, 
N .M., took place in the Harry Diamond Lab
oratory, Aurora facility. The experiment in
volved an electron beam from one arm of a 
radiation generator being used to develop a 
multi-gigawatt burst of microwave radi
ation. The experiment in September 1986 
resulted in the generation of new world 
record power levels of 44 gigawatts average 
power and more than 200 gigawatts of peak 
power. 

The Marquardt Company of Van Nuys, 
CA, was honored for its development of a 
new generation of propulsion valves, which 
resulted in a new industry standard in mini
ature valve components. Mr. Horst Wich
mann was the engineering manager, and ac
cepted the award for The Marquardt Com
pany. 

SDIO AND ADPA 

The presentation of the SDI Award com
bines the efforts of the SDIO, directed by 
Lt. Gen. James Abrahamson, and the 
ADPA, headed by General Henry Miley, 
U.S. Army-Ret. 

The SDIO was formed to manage and 
direct research into the feasibility of a nu
clear ballistic missile defense system. In 
1983, President Reagan challenged scientists 
to develop technologies which could "inter
cept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles 
before they reached our own soil or that of 
our allies." Shortly after that, the SDIO 
was formed. 

The American Defense Preparedness As
sociation was established in 1919, and spon
sors approximately 50 meetings each year to 
discuss developments and issues in military 
preparedness. ADPA has its headquarters in 
Arlington, VA, and focuses on increasing the 
cooperation between government and indus
try to guarantee a healthy, responsive mili
tary production base. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I again 
suggest to my colleagues that we listen 
to the counsel of those whom we pro
pose to represent and begin to defend 
Americans. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

THE COUNCIL ON 
COMPETITIVENESS REPORT 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, one of 
the main responsibilities of govern
ment is to provide for American na
tional security. National security 
means not only military security, but 
also economic security. 

In fact, Mr. President, our country 
will ultimately be only as strong mili
tarily as we are economically. A 
stronger American economy means in
creased productivity. It means better, 
higher paying jobs for more Ameri
cans. It means reversing the trade def
icit that we have with Japan and other 
major industrial countries. It means a 
whole host of actions we have to take, 
if we are going to be not only strong 
generally but also provide an increased 
standard of living for ourselves and 
our children. 

To that end, Mr. President, we 
Americans have to be more competi
tive in the world than we have been 
during the last dozen or so years. It is 
a complicated problem. It requires a 
comprehensive solution. 

We need a three-pronged attack. We 
must obtain greater access to foreign 
markets. We must reduce the Federal 
budget deficit. And we must boost eco
nomic productivity. 

The goals cannot be accomplished 
by Government alone. It will take a 
cooperative effort among many ele
ments of our society. 
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That is why the work of the Council 

on Competitiveness is particularly im
portant. The council consists of repre
sentatives of businesses, unions, and 
education groups who have joined to
gether to address the competitiveness 
crisis. 

Yesterday, the council released an 
important report entitled "America's 
Competitive Crisis: Confronting the 
New Reality." This report eloquently 
describes the nature of the crisis, and 
makes solid recommendations about 
how it should be addressed. I urge my 
colleagues to read it closely. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the executive summary be 
printed in the RECORD following Sena
tor CHAFEE's statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join with my colleague Sen
ator BAUCUS, in placing in the RECORD 
the executive summary of a report 
that the Council on Competitiveness 
released yesterday. The report, "Amer
ica's Competitive Crisis: Confronting 
the New Reality," analyzes the eco
nomic and structural causes of the 
problem. 

Senator BAucus and I are cochair
men of the Congressional Competitive
ness Caucus and thus we wanted to 
bring this material to the attention of 
our colleagues, many of whom are 
members of the caucus. The executive 
committee of the caucus met today to 
discuss the legislative agenda of the 
caucus, which we plan to announce on 
April 27, 1987. 

I hope that my colleagues will find 
these two reports of the Council on 
Competitiveness, as well as the forth
coming recommendations of the 
caucus, helpful as we grapple with the 
increasingly important problem of im
proving our international competitive
ness. 

EXHIBIT 1 
AMERICA'S COMPETITIVE CRISIS: 
CONFRONTING THE NEW REALITY 

<A Report by the Council on 
Competitiveness) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In setting the stage for an extended dis
cussion on competitiveness, four prelimi
nary observations are critical. First, it must 
be recognized that the trade deficit is only 
part of the problem and its resolution is 
only part of the solution. Second, America's 
competitiveness problems are long-standing, 
dating back to the 1960s and 1970s. Third, 
America's competitiveness crisis is complex, 
calling into question such long-time U.S. 
strengths as productivity growth and tech
nological innovation. Fourth, competitive
ness is a basic pocket-book issue directly re
lated to our standard of living. Just as all 
sectors of U.S. society contributed to the 
competitiveness problem, all must work to
gether to restore America's competitive ad
vantage. 

Defining competitiveness 
Efforts to restore America's competitive 

position must proceed from an accurate def-

inition of what competitiveness is. Other
wise, public policies and private sector ini
tiatives could very likely address the wrong 
problems, with potentially disastrous conse
quences for American producers and con
sumers alike. 

The Council endorses the definition of
fered by the President's Commission on In
dustrial Competitiveness in 1985: "[Com
petitiveness isl the degree to which a 
nation, under free and fair market condi
tions, produces goods and services that meet 
the test of international markets while si
multaneously maintaining and expanding 
the real incomes of its citizens." 

The U.S. competitiveness problem has 
three dimensions: ( 1) longstanding structur
al problems, such as declining productivity 
growth, slow commercialization of new dis
coveries, and inadequate human resource 
development; (2) macroeconomic policies 
that drove up the value of the dollar be
tween 1980 and 1985, and exacerbated these 
long-term structural problems; and (3) the 
trade and economic policies of our foreign 
competitors. 

The recent decline of the dollar will help 
U.S. producers compete. So will an aggres
sive trade policy that promotes U.S. com
mercial interests at home and abroad. It is 
critical to understand, however, that com
petitiveness is not simply the ability to sell 
abroad or to maintain a sustainable trade 
position at some exchange rate. The very 
poorest nations often boost exports just by 
significantly devaluing their currencies. The 
consequences, however, are sharp declines 
in relative wages and relative standards of 
living-a high price to pay. The complexity 
and severity of the problem require the 
United States to focus on both macroeco
nomic and structural solutions. Productivity 
growth, technological innovation, the qual
ity and design of products, and an educated 
and motivated workforce are all critical to 
enhanced competitiveness. 

Measuring America's perjonnance 
Just as competitiveness cannot be simply 

defined, neither can it be simply measured. 
The long-term erosion of American competi
tiveness does not show up completely in any 
single measurement, but rather is demon
strated by several indicators. Together, they 
paint a portrait of a decline that began 
more than 20 years ago. 

Wages, Income and Profits. Although 
trade figures receive the most attention and 
have prompted the most alarm over Ameri
ca's competitiveness crisis, there are several 
signs that the broadest and most meaning
ful overall indicator is America's standard of 
living. The U.S. standard of living has been 
growing much more slowly than in the past, 
and real wages have actually declined. From 
1973-1985, real average hourly wages in all 
nonagricultural sectors in the United States 
fell by about 5 percent. Since 1979, corpo
rate profitability has also decreased. Fur
thermore, the new jobs created in the 
United States from 1979-1985-in some 
areas of the services and retail trade sectors, 
for instance-pay on an average far less 
($272 weekly wage) than did the jobs that 
were lost ($444 weekly wage). 

Productivity. Over the past 25 years, pro
ductivity growth in the United States has 
been significantly lower than in many other 
advanced industrial nations. Preliminary es
timates indicate that in 1986 U.S. business 
sector productivity growth increased by 
only 0. 7 percent. For nonfinancial corpora
tions, productivity growth in 1986 was zero. 
The aggregate U.S. productivity level re
mains the highest in the world, but U.S. 

producers' once-substantial advantage has 
narrowed considerably or disappeared alto
gether in a number of key sectors-such as 
steel, autos, machine tools and semiconduc
tors. 

Merchandise Trade. The United States did 
not register a merchandise trade deficit in 
this century until 1971. Since then, howev
er, U.S. trade deficits have risen dramatical
ly. The 1986 deficit was $170 billion, up 20 
percent from 1985. The deterioration in our 
trade position was most pronounced in man
ufactured products, which account for 
three-fourths of all U.S. trade, and extended 
even to high-technology manufactured 
products, which posted the first deficit ever 
in 1986. 

Current Account. The 1986 current ac
count deficit is $140 billion, up from the 
record $118 billion deficit in 1985. As a 
result of five years of living and consuming 
beyond its means, the United States has 
seen its 1981 current account surplus of $6.3 
billion turn into a $140 billion deficit. The 
United States has gone from a net creditor, 
with $150 billion of foreign assets in 1982, to 
a net debtor, with $220 billion of foreign 
debt in 1986. It is estimated that U.S. for
eign debt could increase to between $500 
and $800 billion by 1990. 

Technology. Technology is critically im
portant to U.S. competitiveness, both as it is 
transformed into marketable products and 
as it is used to improve productivity. Yet, 
there are a number of signs that U.S. tech
nological superiority is being eroded. 

The United States continues to spend far 
more on R&D than any other nation, but 
both Japan and West Germany spend a 
greater percentage of their national incomes 
on civilian R&D than the United States. In 
addition, the United States is having diffi
culty translating its scientific break
throughs into commercially successful prod
ucts. 

The federal investment in R&D facilities 
and equipment has declined 95 percent in 
the past twenty years, although some im
provement has occurred since 1984. The 
growth in R&D spending by U.S. companies 
has increased from the low levels of the 
1970s, in part due to the R&D tax credit, 
but the growth has been even higher in 
Japan and West Germany. 

The share of U.S. patents going to Ameri
can citizens has been declining since the 
mid-1960s and reached a new low in 1986, 
when foreign nationals received almost half 
<45 percent) of U.S. patents. And despite 
recent improvements, the United States 
continues to trail its major competitors, 
Japan and West Germany, in the number of 
engineers and scientists per capita. 

Human Resources. Increased productivity 
and technological innovation depend direct
ly on educated, skilled and motivated 
people. There are many indications, howev
er, that the United States is not doing an 
adequate job of educating students, training 
current employees and retraining dislocated 
workers. 

Tens of millions of American adults (some 
estimate 20 percent of the total> are func
tionally illiterate. More than one-quarter of 
today's high-school students drop out 
before graduation. A recent study of reading 
skills of 17-year-olds found that less than 
half performed at higher than basic or in
termediate levels. A separate study of math 
skills showed that U.S. twelfth-grade stu
dents significantly trailed their foreign 
counterparts. There are now approximately 
two million displaced American workers in 
the United States. 
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Although 75 percent of the current work

force will still be working in the year 2000, 
programs to upgrade their skills through 
training are inadequate. Continuing labor
management tensions in some areas help 
contribute to low U.S. productivity, as do in
adequate reward systems and incentives. 

Capital Formation. The availability of suf
ficient capital, plus the willingness to invest 
it aggressively in new factories, research fa
cilities, automation and the like, is essential 
to the nation's competitiveness. The United 
States is failing to keep up with its major 
competitors in several critical areas. 

The enormous and growing Federal 
budget deficit has affected capital forma
tion by driving up interest rates and by si
phoning off resources that could be used 
more productively. Over the past decade, 
the U.S. discount rate has been significantly 
higher than those of West Germany and 
Japan. Although U.S. interest rates have 
been halved in the past four years, foreign 
interest rates also have declined. America's 
gross fixed capital investment (as a percent
age of Gross National Product) fell further 
behind that of its major international com
petitors in 1985. Despite the late 1986 surge 
in orders, overall business spending on new 
plant and equipment fell 1. 7 percent from 
1985 levels. The gross private savings rate in 
the United States remains well below the 
levels of foreign nations, as does the person
al savings rate, which reached a new low of 
3.9 percent of disposable income in 1986. 

Federal policy implications 
The growing acknowledgement of the 

competitiveness problem increases the like
lihood of new policy initiatives. The danger 
in policy formulation is no longer insuffi
cient attention to the problem, but excessive 
reliance on competitiveness as an umbrella 
under which to promote a number of often
conflicting policies, many of which have 
little or nothing to do with competitiveness 
and some of which may actually harm it. 

Although the first order of business is to 
address the macroeconomic policies that 
have resulted in currency misalignment, it is 
not enough simply to change macroeconom
ic policies. The U.S. government should de
velop a trade policy that better safeguards 
U.S. interests in an economic environment 
where foreign government intervention has 
become commonplace. Government must 
also develop policies that can better pro
mote the effective development and use of 
America's abundant technological and 
human resources. In adopting these 
changes, government will be fulfilling its ob
ligation to create an environment that is 
conducive to private sector productivity. 

Federal Budget Deficit. 
The first step must be a sustained and 

substantial reduction in the federal budget 
deficit. Otherwise, simultaneous efforts to 
reduce the value of the dollar and stem the 
inflow of foreign products will be ineffec
tive: domestic interest rates and inflation 
will increase, leading to further reductions 
in the standard of living. In reducing the 
federal deficit, policymakers must be careful 
not to erode long-term competitiveness in 
the name of short-term fiscal frugality. For 
instance, tax increases that further reduce 
business incentives to invest and innovate or 
expenditure cuts concentrated on produc
tive human resource development, R&D 
support, and programs that enhance pro
ductivity could be counterproductive. 

International Economic Policy. A more ef
fective mechanism for coordinating macro
economic policy and exchange rates among 
advanced industrial countries must be devel-

oped to prevent the massive trade imbal
ances that are politically and economically 
unsustainable. A credible U.S. deficit-reduc
tion package will help facilitate the ongoing 
efforts of the Group of Five <United States, 
Japan, West Germany, Great Britain and 
France). 

Similarly an effective solution to the 
Third World debt crisis has not been imple
mented. The result has been a continuing 
deterioration of the debt situation in many 
lesser developed nations and a continued de
terioration in the U.S. trade position with 
these countries. 

As the world's largest economic power, the 
United States must continue to take the 
lead in improving multilateral trade agree
ments. American efforts to initiate and 
shape a new round of GATT negotiations 
are important steps in moving toward the 
creation of a more open trading system. 
Special emphasis should be placed on im
proving the operations of current rules and 
expanding coverage to sectors such as serv
ices, and special attention to issues of intel
lectual property and direct foreign invest
ment. 

Domestic Trade Policies. The Council is 
encouraged by the growing recognition of 
the importance of trade to the nation's 
overall well-being, and by ongoing efforts of 
the Congress and Administration to develop 
a trade policy that better safeguards U.S. 
commercial interests, trade must become a 
national priority, not just today, but in the 
future, and active implementation and en
forcement of U.S. trade rights must become 
a hallmark of U.S. trade policy. 

Technology Policies. A number of policy 
improvements have been made to enhance 
the development and diffusion of U.S. tech
nology. Reductions in antitrust barriers 
have encouraged greater cooperation in the 
private sector. Steps have been taken to im
prove the protection of U.S. intellectual 
property and to increase government fund
ing of basic research. The Administration 
and Congress are currently examining rec
ommendations in several broad areas: im
prove R&D collaboration among corpora
tions and between the business and higher 
education sectors; improved transfers of fed
eral funded technology to the private 
sector; increased financial support, through 
direct funding or tax incentives; and en
hanced scientific literacy. There has been 
no action to boost tax incentives for R&D 
investment. 

HUMAN RESOURCES POLICIES 

Several positive initiatives have been 
adopted or are being considered that would 
enhance the ability of American workers to 
improve their contribution to U.S. produc
tivity. The Council is especially encouraged 
by the number of state and local efforts to 
improve the primary schools; by the fact 
that the Administration and Congress are 
committed to developing an adjustment 
policy for dislocated workers; and by the 
number of new Engineering Research Cen
ters administered by the National Science 
Foundation. The Council is disturbed, how
ever, by the proposed reductions in college 
student aid and vocational education. 

Private sector initiatives 
U.S. corporations, colleges and universi

ties, and labor unions have a primary re
sponsibility for restoring American competi
tiveness. Mobilizing the full capabilities of 
workers, investing capital wisely, picking 
markets strategically, educating and train
ing people broadly and managing assets pru
dently-all are the ultimate responsibility of 

the private sector. Unfortunately, too few 
have recognized the severity of the competi
tive crisis or responded sufficiently. Efforts 
to translate research breakthroughs into 
commercial products are inadequate; labor
management antagonisms in some areas 
remain unacceptably high; product quality 
by the standards of the new competition re
mains unacceptably low; and the United 
States needs to do more in the area of man
ufacturing technology. 

Nevertheless, improvements have been 
made. Among the more promising signs are: 
the expanded number of partnerships and 
joint ventures involving business, higher 
education and labor; more cooperative 
labor-management relations; a new focus on 
productivity growth; the increased use of 
advanced technology to improve production; 
and adoption of innovative management 
and marketing techniques by small, medium 
and large companies alike. 

Change will not occur overnight. And 
simply improving on past performance will 
be insufficient-given that America's for
eign competitors are constantly improving, 
too. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30 
tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while 
awaiting the arrival of one more 
speaker, I believe, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
Senator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

THE DEATH OF JAMES L. 
BONDSTEEL 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to express the sorrow that the un
timely death of Jim Bondsteel causes 
for me and for all Alaskans who knew 
him or knew of him. Jim was killed 
last week in an automobile accident. 

Jim was not afraid to die. He proved 
that long ago in the An Loc Jungle of 
Vietnam, where his heroism and valor 
earned the Nation's highest decora
tion: The Medal of Honor. He also 
proved, in both his military career and 
in his service to Alaska veterans as a 
VA readjustment counselor and as a 
Veterans' benefits counselor, that he 
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was committed to the service of his 
fellow men and women. 

Nor was Jim afraid to live. There can 
be no greater affirmation of life than 
assuming the joy and responsibility of 
being a spouse and parent. Jim's 
family, like his career, provides elo
quent testimony to the depth of his 
commitment of life. 

Mr. President, I join Alaska in 
mourning the death of this fine young 
man. My sadness is only slightly tem
pered by the pride I take in knowing 
that Jim's life is evidence that Amer
ica continues to produce men and 
women of the high caliber we will 
need to succeed in the very competi
tive world in which we live. 

On behalf of all Alaskans who knew 
Jim and were touched by him, I ex
press my deepest condolences to his 
family. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

ANWR 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

wish to call my colleagues' attention 
to a report just completed by the De
partment of the Interior on the Coast
al Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge-Commonly referred to as 
"ANWR." That report compiles there
sults of 5 years of study of the wildlife 
and oil and gas resources of the Coast
al Plain. Based on those studies, Secre
tary Hodel has recommended that 
Congress authorize oil and gas explo
ration on the Coastal Plain of ANWR. 

The Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act of 1980 [ANILCAJ 
set aside more than 100 million acres 
in Alaska as national wildlife refuges, 
parks, and wilderness areas. One of 
the areas set aside was ANWR, encom
passing some 19 million acres, 8 mil
lion of which are designated wilder
ness. Because of the important wildlife 
values and potentially enormous oil 
and gas resources of ANWR's 1.5 mil
lion acre Coastal Plain, Congress ex
pressly left open the question of 
whether to permit oil and gas explora
tion in that area. 

After more than 5 years of biological 
baseline studies, surface geological 
studies, and two seasons of seismic ex
ploration surveys, the Department of 
the Interior has concluded that 
ANWR's Coastal Plain is the most 
promising onshore oil and gas prospect 
in the United States. It has also con
cluded that oil and gas exploration 
and production activities can be suc
cessfully carried out in a manner com
patible with protection of the area's 
significant wildlife values. 

Mr. President, the Department of 
the Interior's report is another com
formation of an assertion I have made 
before-that the issue on whether to 
allow oil exploration on ANWR's 
Coastal Plain is not an issue of oil 
versus caribou. We have proven, with 
over 20 years of experience at Prudhoe 

Bay, that we can have both resource 
development and protection of the 
Arctic environment. The caribou will 
not be sacrificed if we elect to take an 
inventory of the oil and gas resources 
in this very promising area. 

In this regard Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the transcript 
of a conversation I had with Dr. 
Thomas Bergerud be printed in the 
RECORD. Dr. Bergerud, a professor at 
the University of Victoria in British 
Columbia, is widely recognized as the 
leading caribou biologist in the world. 
He is of the opinion that oil and gas 
exploration and production can occur 
on the Coastal Plain of ANWR with
out a detrimental impact on the cari
bou. 

I also direct my colleagues to a sam
pling of the press reaction to the De
partment of the Interior's report. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of a 
New York Times editorial, entitled "In 
Alaska, Drill, But With Care," and a 
Washington Post editorial entitled, 
"Caribou Versus Motorist," be printed 
in the REcORD. Both of these editorials 
endorse the Secretary's recommenda
tion to proceed with exploration of the 
Coastal Plain of ANWR. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TRANSCRIPT OF A CONVERSATION BETWEEN DR. 

TOM BERGERUD OF THE UNIVERSITY OF VIC
TORIA, BRITISH COLUMBIA, AND SENATOR 
FRANK H. MURKOWSKI 

FM: Dr. Bergerud, I understand that you 
have devoted a good portion of your life to 
research on caribou. Can you tell me a little 
bit about your background and the observa
tions you've made on the caribou in various 
areas of the world. 

TB: Well, I've been working with caribou 
since 1955. I was a chief biologist in New
foundland for many years and then the di
rector of the game department. 

I worked with the Newfoundland herds, 
then I worked with the Labrador herds, the 
herds in Quebec, Ontario and lately in Brit
ish Columbia and the Northwest Territory. 
I've had one field in Alaska. 

I spent 22 years on the calving grounds 
when the cows were giving birth. I spent 19 
years with the animals during the rut. I've 
devoted my whole professional life to the 
well being of the species. 

FM: You've been quoted as calling caribou 
one of the world's most adaptable animals. 
Could you elaborate a little bit about what 
you mean or is that a fair statement? 

TB: Well, they're not the world's most 
adaptable, but they're very highly adapted 
to the Arctic environment and they are also 
adaptable. They can make plastic responses, 
they can adapt to man establishing build
ings and so forth in their area. 

They can tolerate being near man. In fact, 
reindeer which is the same species as cari
bou, is one of the animals that man has 
been able to domesticate. So they certainly 
are adaptable-they're able to take great ex
tremes in the environment and their natu
ral environment being so tough-! mean 
that is why they have prospered because 
they have been able to come up with these 
adaptations. 

FM: I'm interested in the question of ac
tivity associated with oil and gas explora-

tion in the area of caribou habitat or in 
their calving ground. 

What happens when there's exploration 
in an area where they traditionally come to 
calve? 

TB: Well, the calving grounds of most of 
the big herds are on the northern edge of 
the annual distribution of the herds. 

There is a debate about why caribou go to 
calving grounds and I think that is very im
portant in trying to understand what would 
be the significance of the development on 
the calving grounds. 

The paper that I've been publishing and is 
becoming more generally accepted is that 
caribou go to calving grounds as an anti
predator strategy. They go to the very 
northern edge of their range and this allows 
them to get away from wolves. Wolves usu
ally den along tree lines, so that is the most 
important thing to keep in mind. 

The caribou are going to calving grounds 
in my view to escape wolves not because 
there is some unique food supply or forage 
there. Some people would say that if we dis
placed caribou from an area they are going 
to decline. And usually this is based on a 
view that they think that the food resources 
are critical on these calving grounds and in 
fact I've done some studies up in Alaska on 
the calving grounds and can show that actu
ally the food is quite poor. Where the bulls 
are, south of the calving grounds, the food 
is much better and if the cows were really 
interested in food supply they would have 
stayed back with the bulls. But, they've 
gone up to get away from the predators. 

Now because they're worried about preda
tors they are liable to disturbance-when 
they see a vehicle coming down the road it 
represents a predator to them. They are not 
disturbed by the road without the vehicle. 
We can expect that if we have a road with 
traffic in a calving ground that the bulls 
will probably pay little attention to the road 
but that the cows will move back perhaps a 
mile from the road and then they will 
resume their normal activities. 

In fact, we don't want the caribou to ha
bituate to the traffic because in fact this is 
their natural predator response. 

FM: Do I understand you to say that the 
mere presence of roads, drilling pads, and 
drill rigs will not necessarily displace the 
caribou? Rather, it is the activity associated 
with those structures-men and vehicles 
working, etc.-which may cause the caribou 
to move away from the area. If the men and 
the vehicles weren't there, the fact that 
there was a road or a pad wouldn't necessar
ily disturb the caribou? 

TB: It's the disturbance that causes them 
to be displaced, if they are going to be dis
placed. It doesn't necessarily need to be 
traffic. 

One person did a study up there on the 
Central Arctic Herd and he made a fence 
and he had burlap bags hanging on the 
fence. When the bags flapped in the wind, 
the caribou avoided this fence, in my view 
because it resembled a predator. 

If you have things that look like predators 
it's the predator response on the road that 
makes them peel away. 

Now this is mostly the cows and the 
calves. The bulls are not nearly as shy of 
predators. They actually go into the willow 
valleys to feed. That's what they have to do 
to get big and breed females. The female 
has to stay away from predators so her calf 
will live. 

And even if there's a lot of traffic on the 
road, the displacement is only a mile on 
each side of the activity. So if we do want to 
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keep all the traffic going, we will lose a strip 
of occupation of about two miles wide. 

The big thing is that we don't have a bar
rier. I don't see why we should worry about 
this two miles on each side because the 
range is not limiting. 

If there was so much traffic when the 
herd was migrating so that they didn't go 
across, then they would stay south. And if 
they stayed south, in the case of the Porcu
pine, it would mean they would stay closer 
to the foot hills. And if they stayed closer to 
the foothills there would be more predation 
because that's where there are more bears 
and wolves. 

If we monitor the percent calves-even if 
they are displaced-and we are prepared to 
manage the predators, we can always have 
positive recruitment. And the herd can con
tinue to prosper. 

FM: How does noise associated with the 
activities of man affect the caribou? 

TB: Right now in Ongava Csp?> the NATO 
exercise roar over the caribou with jets. 
People are all upset, but I've looked at a lot 
of caribou with noise. 

I was in the Delta Herd in Alaska. That 
herd is near an army base. Right at calving 
time the army people used to come out with 
their big Huey helicopters which really look 
sinister at very low elevations and the cari
bou were so habituated to this noise that 
they didn't even stand up. 

I've also watched caribou when dynamite 
has gone off. If the noise doesn't have any 
impact on their well being, they habituate 
with it. If you roar up to a caribou in a ski
doo and start shooting at it, then the noise 
of a ski-doo has very dire consequences for 
them and they will not habituate to it. 

But a noise of a feeder station or an air
plane that does not result in any further 
consequences but the noise, they will soon 
habituate to it and will pay it little mind. 

FM: Do you know of any areas where cari
bou are currently in close contact with the 
activities of man? 

TB: I was over in Norway once in 1979 and 
I watched a caribou herd right in the middle 
of Army maneuvers. In Norway they ma
neuver in the national parks in unusual situ
ations. The caribou were paying no heed to 
this. 

The Central Arctic herd next to the Por
cupine herd of course has a tremendous 
amount of development-pipes and feeder 
lines and so forth , and that · herd has pros
pered; increasing from some 3,000 to 15,000 
during the development. I think that's the 
acid case that shows that caribou can co
adapt to this. 

They cannot co-adapt to being over har
vested, but they can certainly take living 
side-by-side with an ethical man. 

Now what often happens is when we have 
these developments we upset the predator
prey relationship. Wolves run up and down 
the TAPS highway on the Central Arctic 
herd. So sometimes we upset the balance 
not through what is disturbance, but be
cause we have given a benefit to the preda
tor. 

Sometimes it will work the other way. The 
bears and the wolves stay away from the de
velopment, stay away from the calving 
ground and the caribou actually prosper. 

The survival of calves on the Central 
Arctic herd has been very high since devel
opment and this coincides with a reduction 
in the wolves because of greater hunter 
access. 

FM: Doctor, I want to thank you very 
much. You have provided an unique insight 
based on your 32 years of observing the cari-

bou all over the world. We very much appre
ciate your thoughtfulness in giving your 
views and actual experience in observing 
this tremendous resource of all of North 
America and Europe. Undoubtedly we will 
have a chance to call on you again. Thank 
you. 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 23, 1987] 
IN ALASKA: DRILL, BUT WITH CARE 

Alaska's Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
is an untouched and fragile place that sup
ports rare mammals and myriad species of 
birds. It is also the most promising un
tapped source of oil in North America. 
Should America drill for it? 

What Congress decided, in 1980, was not 
to decide. It ordered a long study. The as
sessment is now in, and for Interior Secre
tary Hodel the decision isn't even close: leas
ing drilling rights to oil companies is "vital 
to our national security" because it "would 
reduce America's dependence on unstable 
sources of foreign oil." 

Mr. Hodel is guilty of oversell. A single 
discovery can't save us from increasing de
pendence on Persian Gulf oil. But the po
tential economic benefit of development
perhaps tens of billions of dollars of oil
outweighs the risks. The unanswered ques
tion is whether environmentalists and devel
opers can cooperate to minimize damage to 
the refuge. 

The Interior Department estimates that 
between 600 million and 9.2 billion barrels 
of oil are recoverable from a 20-by-100-mile 
strip along the Arctic coast. But no matter 
how carefully done, development of the 
coastal strip would displace animals and 
scar land permanently. Tracks of vehicles 
that crossed the tundra decades ago are still 
visible. No one knows whether the caribou 
herd that bears its young near the coast 
would stop reproducing or simply move else
where. 

Adversaries in this battle view develop
ment as ecological catastrophe or energy 
salvation. Outsiders can wonder why such 
apocalyptic fuss. An unusal environment 
would surely be damaged, but the amount 
of land involved is modest and the animals 
at risk are not endangered species. A lot of 
oil might be pumped, but probably not 
enough to keep America's motors running 
for an entire year. Ultimately, policy makers 
must weigh the dollar value of the oil 
against the intangible value of an unspoiled 
refuge. 

The most likely net value of the oil, after 
accounting for costs and assuming a future 
world price of $33 a barrel, is about $15 bil
lion. How much an untouched refuge is 
worth is anyone's guess-but it's hard to see 
how it could realistically be judged worth 
such an enormous sum. If America had an 
extra $15 billion to spend on wilderness pro
tection, it wouldn't be spent on this one 
sliver of land. 

That doesn't mean, however, that develop
ers should be permitted to treat the refuge 
as another Bayonne. Elaborate, necessarily 
expensive precautions are needed to contain 
the disruption. Human and machine pres
ence can and should be kept to a bare mini
mum until test wells are completed. Dense 
caribou calving grounds should be left alone 
until the animals' response to change is 
gauged. 

A decade ago, precautions in the design 
and construction of the 1,000-mile-long 
Alaska pipeline saved the land from serious 
damage. If oil companies, government agen
cies and environmentalists approach the de-

velopment of the refuge with comparable 
care, disaster should be avoidable. 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 23, 19871 
CARIBOU VERSUS MOTORIST 

It's the caribou versus the motorist, again. 
Secretary of the Interior Donald P. Hodel 
has recommended opening part of the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska to 
oil drilling. That was what the oil compa
nies hoped he might do. A predictable 
shriek has gone up from the defenders of 
the refuge. The decision is up to Congress. 

Environmental quarrels always seem to 
generate billowing exaggeration. Another 
major oil discovery in Alaska would certain
ly be convenient, postponing the effects of 
the decline in Prudhoe Bay production that 
the government expects within the next 
year or so. But it's not quite so vital as Sec
retary Hodel suggests. With or without 
more Alaskan wells, oil production in this 
country is likely to stay on a downward 
trend. 

As for the caribou, however, oil drilling 
seems very unlikely to be the dire threat to 
them that their friends here in Washington 
claim. While the two cases are not entirely 
comparable, the Interior Department points 
out that the number of caribou around 
Prudhoe Bay, 60 miles west of the refuge, 
has tripled in the 19 years since oil oper
ations began there. The aesthetic objections 
to oil drilling may be substantial, but the 
caribou do not seem to share them. 

Preservation of wilderness is important, 
but much of Alaska is already under the 
strictest of preservation laws. The area that 
Mr. Hodel would open to drilling is 1.5 mil
lion acres, running about 100 miles along 
the state's north coast near the Canadian 
border. He points out that adjacent to it is 
an area five times as large that remains le
gally designated as wilderness, putting it off 
limits to any development whatever. 

Human intrusion on the scale of oil explo
ration always makes a difference in a land
scape. But that part of the arctic coast is 
one of the bleakest, most remote places on 
this continent, and there is hardly any 
other where drilling would have less impact 
on the surrounding life. 

Drilling in the Arptic Refuge is not crucial 
to the country's fu~ure. But there is a re
spectable chance-about one in five, the de
partment's geologists say-that exploration 
will find enough oil to be worth producing 
commercially. That oll could help ease the 
country's transition to lower oil supplies 
and, by a small but useful amount, reduce 
its dependence on uncertain imports. Con
gress would be right to go ahead and, with 
all the conditions and ~nvironmental pre
cautions that apply to Prudhoe Bay, see 
what's under the refuge's tundra. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the Pres'ident of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Emery, one of the 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Presid
ing Officer laid before the Senate mes
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
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which were referred to the appropri
ate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

CHANGES TO UNIFIED AND 
SPECIFIED COMBATANT 
STRUCTURE MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT-PM 36 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 

before the Senate the following mes
sage from the President of the United 
States; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Armed Services: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with Section 161(b) of 

Title 10, United States Code, this is to 
inform you of changes to the unified 
and specified combatant structure 
which I have recently approved. 

(1) Establishment of the unified U.S. 
Special Operations Command 
<USSOC). 

(2) Establishment of the specified 
Forces Command (FORSCOM). 

(3) Establishment of the unified U.S. 
Transportation Command (US-
TRANSCOM). 

( 4) Disestablishment of the specified 
Military Airlift Command <MAC), to 
be accomplished upon the certification 
of CINCTRANS to the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, that TRANSCOM is 
fully operational. 

< 5) Disestablishment of the unified 
U.S. Readiness Command <USRED
COM) with transfer of designated 
functions to U.S. Central Command, 
U.S. European Command, U.S. South
ern Command, U.S. Transportation 
Command, and Forces Command. 

RoNALD REAGAN. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, April23, 1987. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 
A message from the President of the 

United States announced that on April 
10, 1987, he had approved and signed 
the following enrolled joint resolu
tions: 

S.J. Res. 18. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to issue a procla
mation designating June 1 through June 7, 
1987, as "National Fishing Week"; 

S.J. Res. 64. Joint resolution to designate 
May 1987 as "Older Americans Month"; and 

S.J. Res. 74. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of May 1987 as "National Cancer 
Institute Month". 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:21 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill and joint resolu
tions, in which it requests the concur
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1846. An act to make certain techni
cal and conforming amendments in the 

Higher Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes; 

H.J. Res. 32. Joint resolution designating 
the month of May 1987 as "National Child 
Safety Awareness Month"; 

H.J. Res. 67. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to issue a procla
mation designating May 3 through May 10, 
1987, as "Jewish Heritage Week"; 

H.J. Res. 108. Joint resolution designating 
May 17, 1987, through May 23, 1987, as 
"Just Say No to Drugs Week"; and 

H.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to issue a 
proclamation designating May 3, 1987, and 
May 1, 1988, as "Solidarity Sunday for 
Soviet J ewery". 

The message also announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 106. Concurrent resolution to 
recognize and congratulate Ducks Unlimited 
in honor of its 50th anniversary. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following joint resolutions were 

read the first and second times by 
unanimous consent, and referred as in
dicated: 

H.J. Res. 32. Joint resolution designating 
the month of May 1987 as "National Child 
Safety Awareness Month"; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary; 

H.J. Res. 67. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to issue a procla
mation designating May 3 through May 10, 
1987, as "Jewish Heritage Week"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary; 

H.J. Res. 108. Joint resolution designating 
May 17, 1987, through May 23, 1987, as 
"Just Say No to Drugs Week"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary; and 

H.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to issue a 
proclamation designating May 3, 1987, and 
May 1, 1988, as "Solidarity Sunday for 
Soviet Jewery"; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 106. Concurrent resolution to 
recognize and congratulate Ducks Unlimited 
in honor of its 50th anniversary. 

MEASURES HELD AT THE DESK 
Pursuant to the order of the Senate 

of April 21, 1987, the following bill was 
held at the desk pending further dis
position: 

H.R. 1846. An act to make certain techni
cal and conforming amendments in the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. CHILES: 
S. 1078. A bill to amend the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to 
provide grants to State and local education
al agencies for dropout retention and recov-

ery demonstration projects; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. McCAIN: 
S. 1079. A bill for the relief of Jose M. 

Arvayo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 

S. 1080. A bill to amend the Automobile 
Information Disclosure Act to provide infor
mation as to whether or not certain motor 
vehicles are capable of using gasohol; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN <for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. GLENN, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mr. BURDICK): 

S. 1081. A bill to establish a coordinated 
National Nutrition Monitoring and Related 
Research Program, and a comprehensive 
plan for the assessment of the nutritional 
and dietary status of the U.S. population 
and the nutritional quality of the U.S. food 
supply, with provision for the conduct of 
scientific research and development in sup
port of such program and plan; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1082. A bill to temporarily suspend the 

duty on tetra amino biphenyl until 1993; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 1083. A bill to delay implementation of 

the employer sanctions provision of the Im
migration Reform and Control Act of 1986 
by four months. 

By Mr. FORD (for himself and Mr. 
JOHNSTON): 

S. 1084. A bill to establish the amount of 
the costs of the Department of Energy's 
uranium enrichment program that have not 
previously been recovered from enrichment 
customers in the charges of the Department 
of Energy to its customers; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GLENN: 
S. 1085. A bill to create an independent 

oversight board to ensure the safety of U.S. 
Government nuclear facilities, to apply the 
provisions of OSHA to certain Department 
of Energy nuclear facilities, to clarify the 
jurisdiction and powers of Government 
agencies dealing with nuclear wastes, to 
ensure independent research on the effects 
of radiation on human beings, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Governmen
tal Affairs. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1086. A bill to require the United States 

Trade Representative to initiate an investi
gation of unfair trade barriers maintained 
by Japan against United States construction 
services; to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 1087. A bill to eliminate unfair, restric
tive, and discriminatory foreign practices in 
the marine transportation of automobile im
ports into the United States; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 1088. A bill to provide the Federal 

Trade Commission with authority to regu
late the advertising of commercial airlines, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (by request); 
S. 1089. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to improve the State Veterans' 
Home Grant Program; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

S. 1090. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide authority for higher 
monthly installments payable to certain in
surance annuitants, and to exempt premi-
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urns paid under servicemen's and veterans' 
Group Life Insurance from State taxation; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S.J. Res. 117. Joint resolution designating 

July 2, 1987, as "National Literacy Day"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. BURDICK (for himself, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. CHAFEE, 
Mr. WALLOP Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. FORD, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
GoRE, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. LuGAR, Mr. DoLE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. QuAYLE, Mr. KASTEN, 
Mr. SYMMS, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
McCLURE, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. SASSER, 
Mr. McCONNELL, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. RoTH, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BRAD· 
LEY, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
NuNN, Mr. GARN, Mr. HECHT, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. JOHNSTON, 
and Mr. THURMOND): 

S. Con. Res. 52. Concurrent resolution to 
recognize and congratulate Ducks Unlimit
ed, Incorporated, in honor of its 50th anni
versary; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself and 
Mr. HEINz): 

S. Con. Res. 53. Concurrent resolution to 
authorize the reprinting of Senate Report 
100-9, lOOth Congress, 1st session; to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CHILES: 
S. 1078. A bill to amend the Elemen

tary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to provide grants to State and 
local educational agencies for dropout 
retention and recovery demonstration 
projects; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

DROPOUT RETENTION AND RECOVERY ACT 
e Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today the Drop
out Retention and Recovery Act of 
1987. 

The bill is similar to S. 1771 which I 
introduced in the 1st session of the 
99th Congress to keep our youth, espe
cially the disadvantaged, on a path 
toward opportunity, self-sufficiency, 
pride and accomplishment. 

At a time when our economy and our 
Nation's competitive posture demands 
a better educated and more highly 
skilled workforce, our educational es
tablishment is losing more and more 
of tomorrow's workers to the streets. 
They are lost to truancy, to lethargy, 
to crime, to teen pregnancy, to drug 
abuse, and worst of all, to hopeless
ness. The student dropout rate has 
grown to more than 25 percent, with 

the rate in some urban communities 
twice or three times that amount. If 
current trends continue, we will have a 
national dropout rate of 40 percent by 
the year 2000. 

I believe my bill improves legislation 
currently under consideration in the 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee. My proposal allows State educa
tional agencies to apply for demon
stration funds on behalf of one or a 
group of local educational agencies. 
School districts with the most dramat
ic dropout problems often need the 
most assistance in developing success
ful grant applications and successful 
dropout prevention programs. Rural 
areas especially need help. We must 
reach these communities to impact the 
dropout problem. 

My bill requires that each school dis
trict applying for assistance submit 
the application to the State education
al agency for review and comment. We 
need to ensure that local efforts do 
not duplicate or compromise State ef
forts. My bill also requires that each 
project develop a plan detailing how to 
meet the non-Federal share of pro
gram costs. 

Effective efforts at dropout preven
tion require a comprehensive ap
proach from schools, community lead
ers, families, and State and local re
sources. We must encourage coopera
tion among all parties. For this reason, 
my bill requires that each project ap
point an advisory board broadly repre
sentative of the community. Ideally, a 
board will include representatives of 
schools, local employers, clergy, and 
other social services agencies. 

This legislation authorizes a more 
intensive study of the dropout prob
lem and finances it as a separate line
item appropriation. The $50 million in 
seed money is not a large investment 
when measured against the scope of 
the dropout problem. My approach 
maintains separate appropriations for 
the demonstration programs and the 
study. More importantly, I believe a 3-
year study will provide us with a more 
informed analysis of "what works" in 
dropout prevention. The Department 
should have time and resources to 
gather new information and embark 
on the study immediately, rather than 
later. 

Even more distressing than the na
tional dropout rate are the staggering 
dropout rates found among a number 
of "at risk" populations. The dropout 
rate for black Americans in certain 
areas is more than twice that for 
whites. Statistics assert that chronic 
joblessness is concentrated among 
poor and minority youth who have 
dropped out of school. These trends 
show up in the staggering level of un
employment among black youth. 

In 1972, the unemployment rate for 
black teenagers was 35 percent. The 
rate has now climbed to 43 percent. 
Only 6 of every 100 black teenagers 

not in school are employed full time. 
Between 1970 and 1983, 22 million new 
jobs were created but just 4,200-less 
than two hundredths of 1 percent of 
these jobs-went to black male youth. 
Statistically, black dropouts are less 
likely to return to school than white 
dropouts and are more likely to 
remain unemployed. 

The situation proves even more trou
bling for Hispanic Americans. Studies 
show that while Hispanic Americans 
represent our youngest and fastest 
growing ethnic group, they are also far 
more likely to drop out of school than 
any other group. Immigrants seeking 
freedom and opportunity must often 
overcome both language and cultural 
barriers to persist and succeed in the 
American educational system. Recent 
reports from Miami, Houston, Los An
geles and New York indicate that far 
too few succeed. 

While the scope of this problem is 
easily recognizable in our major cities, 
the dropout situation is not peculiar to 
urban areas. Former Kentucky Gov. 
Julian Carroll asserted during hear
ings in the 99th Congress that in his 
mostly rural State, 99 percent of male 
welfare recipients, 90 percent of 
female recipients, and 70 percent of 
prison inmates are former high school 
dropouts. 

The dropout rate in my own State of 
Florida ranks among the Nation's 
worst. The U.S. Department of Educa
tion recently estimated that Florida's 
graduation rate ranks 49th in the 
Nation, with only 61.2 percent of stu
dents earning a high school diploma. 
The problem is as troubling in our 
mostly rural counties-St. Lucie 
County, Glades County, Jefferson 
County-as it is in Dade County. Our 
dropout rate worsens dramatically 
among migrant students, who, even if 
they remain enrolled, will attend only 
75 school days each year. 

Mr. President, we cannot sit by and 
accept such an appalling record. Our 
future workforce's declining capability 
is a time bomb waiting to go off. 
Japan, our chief competitor in the 
international marketplace, boasts a 
mere 2-percent dropout rate. Higher 
Japanese achievement levels clearly 
indicate that they are accomplishing 
more with a higher percentage of the 
school-age population than we are. 

In the last 5 years, our economy has 
produced 8 million new jobs but 60 
percent of these jobs pay an annual 
salary of $7,000 or less. This illustrates 
an important part of the dropout 
problem. As we try to reassert U.S eco
nomic power, we must develop an 
economy that offers an incentive to 
stay in school or return to school. We 
must offer our young people real op
portunity. We cannot become a nation 
of hamburger flippers. 

With the dropout problems, as with 
other domestic problems, we can pay 
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now or we can pay later. We can make 
a small investment in our education 
budget and try to stimulate a trend re
versal. Or, we can pay later in expendi
tures for unemployment, income main
tenance and other social services, and 
for law enforcement and correctional 
facilities. Ironically, it is much less ex
pensive to invest additional funds to 
keep a student through 3 years at 
Miami Jackson High School than to 
keep an inmate for a 3-year sentence 
at the Miami Dade Correctional 
Center. 

Yet, the Federal Government alone 
cannot solve the dropout problem. 
States and local communities share 
primary responsibility. But right now, 
State and local educational agencies 
are attempting to address the dropout 
problem without guidance on effective 
methods to prevent students from 
dropping out and to bring dropouts 
back to school. 

The Dropout Retention and Recov
ery Act seeks to fill this vacuum. The 
act provides startup funds for model 
demonstration programs aimed at 
dropout prevention. At the same time, 
it authorizes a study to collect, evalu
ate, and disseminate information 
gained from these programs. My bill 
includes as a study topic the impact of 
school reform on the dropout problem. 
In my State and others, schools have 
tightened graduation requirements to 
improve high school achievement 
levels. Unfortunately, these reform ef
forts have accelerated the dropout 
problem among under-achieving, "at 
risk" youth. We must develop methods 
to help these students meet higher 
standards. The new projects will not 
merely duplicate State and local ef
forts. Federal funds will not supplant 
State and local dollars. In fact, the 
Federal share of program costs will de
cline each year and phase out com
pletely after 3 years. 

For some of our "at risk" young
sters, dropping out of school is the last 
stop on a rough road: Loss of interest 
or motivation, inadequate counseling, 
or inappropriate teaching methods. 
For others, dropping out is sympto
matic of much larger problems: Drug 
abuse, involvement in crime or youth 
gangs, pregnancy, and poverty. Causes 
vary from student to student, school 
to school, and State to State. My bill is 
broad enough to encompass differ
ences. It supports, where appropriate, 
programs that expand parental in
volvement, improve guidance and 
counseling services, and offer vocation
al options, staff training, day care 
services, remedial and basic skills pro
grams, and extended day and summer 
programs. 

I recognize that some innovative 
State programs show promise in ad
dressing the dropout program. The 
youth opportunities unlimited initia
tive in Texas has demonstrated results 
in retaining over 90 percent of partici-

pating high-risk youth and encourag
ing a majority of program participants 
to pursue postsecondary education. 
The program utilizes job training part
nership act funds, along with private 
resources and community-based orga
nizations' support. 

In my own State of Florida, the in
tensive learning alternative program 
in Hillsborough County coordinates ef
forts by the State department of 
health and rehabilitative services and 
the county school board to provide 
high-risk youth with special classes, 
peer counseling and increased parental 
involvement. New Directions High 
School in Sarasota County allows stu
dents to individualize their schedules, 
attending academic classes for half of 
the day and vocational training, volun
teer work, or part-time employment 
during the other half. 

Most of these promising initiatives 
combine school with community re
sources. The Dropout Retention and 
Recovery Act encourages applicants to 
coordinate efforts with local employ
ers, community-based organizations, 
community colleges and other State 
and Federal efforts such as vocational 
education programs and projects 
funded under the Job Training Part
nership Act. 

As chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee and the Appropriations 
Subcommittee responsible for the De
partment of Education, I insist that 
our education dollars be well spent. 
This legislation provides not only seed 
money for new projects but facilitates 
State and local contributions toward 
solving the dropout problem. 

New projects may be criticized as too 
costly. Cumulative costs of special re
medial instruction, counseling, day 
care, and job training may appear 
high for each student served or each 
dropout brought back to school and 
sent out into the job market. Even so, 
I expect a high return on the invest
ment, and these efforts will cost less 
than the alternatives. If we point 
States and localities in the right direc
tion and succeed in keeping more of 
our "at risk" youngsters in school, off 
the streets, out of trouble, and out of 
jail, then we will save in the long run. 
If we give more of these youngsters 
the kind of education and job training 
necessary for self-sufficiency-job 
skills to move them and the economy 
forward-we will save many times 
over. 

The General Accounting Office re
viewed the dropout prevention litera
ture and found it severely lacking. The 
Congressional Research Service com
pleted similar research and found no 
national data on dropout programs. A 
review by the National Academy of 
Sciences' National Research Council 
on evaluations of employment and 
training programs for youth confirms 
that little information exists on how 
to prevent youth from dropping out of 

school, encourage their reentry, or re
cruit and retain dropouts in "second 
chance" employment and training pro
grams. 

Mr. President, the dropout situation 
demands a national response-not a 
huge, expensive program but one that 
provides limited support to the best 
local solutions and spreads the word 
on what works and what doesn't. We 
cannot sit by and watch an underclass 
emerge. As a nation, we cannot afford 
to watch our human capital erode. We 
must redirect our economy to one that 
offers solid opportunity. We must redi
rect our youngsters toward chasing an 
achievable American dream. We can 
afford to do no less.e 

By Mr. McCAIN: 
S. 1079. A bill for the relief of Jose 

M. Arvayo; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

RELIEF OF JOSE M. ARVA YO 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a private bill for the 
relief of Jose M. Arvayo who, in 1979, 
at 5 months of age, was misdiagnosed 
by a staff physician at McConnell Air 
Force Base in Wichita, KS, where 
Jose's father was stationed. Instead of 
the correct diagnosis of bacterial men
ingitis the infant was said to have had 
a relatively harmless upper respirato
ry infection and sent home with his 
parents. 

The following morning, the infant's 
condition had deteriorated drastically. 
His parents rushed the baby to the 
base hospital. The attending physician 
immediately recognized the severity of 
Jose's illness and sent him by ambu
lance to a civilian hospital. Following 
examinations by several physicians, 
the infant's condition was diagnosed 
as bacterial meningitis. The Arvayos 
were informed of the diagnosis and of 
the possibility that Jose could sustain 
permanent and severe central nervous 
system damage and mental retarda
tion. However, no mention was made 
that the Air Force physician's failure 
to diagnose and treat properly Jose's 
condition during the previous day very 
possibly led to the severe conse
quences of his disease. 

In 1981, the Arvayos, never suspect
ing the Government doctor's negli
gence, approached an attorney on a 
routine complaint involving a military 
medical insurance matter. Upon learn
ing of the background of the com
plaint, the attorney recognized the 
possibility of the Air Force physician's 
negligence, and so informed the Ar
vayos. Following an investigation, they 
filed a claim for damages on behalf of 
Jose on December 16, 1981, nearly 3 
years after the Government physi
cian's negligent omission. 

In the Federal district court, the 
Government introduced a motion to 
dismiss on the ground that the Ar
vayos had failed to file their claim in a 
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timely fashion as required by the Fed
eral Torts Claims Act [FTCAJ, which 
stipulates a 2-year period. The Gov
ernment contended that the limita
tions period commenced at the time of 
Jose's injury. The district court con
sidered the motion and determined 
that the limitations period did not 
begin to accrue until the Arvayos 
learned of the Government physician's 
negligence. In the ensuing trial, the 
court found the Government negligent 
for failing to diagnose and treat bacte
rial meningitis in time. It further held 
that but for the Government's omis
sion, Jose would not have suffered 
brain damage and mental retardation. 
The court found that a fair and com
pensatory award was the sum of $1.95 
million for past, present and future 
hospital expenses, pain and suffering, 
and permanent disabilities. 

The Government appealed the dis
trict court's decision to the Tenth Cir
cuit Court of Appeals. The appellate 
court rejected all of the Government's 
aguments regarding the actual merits 
of the case. The court of appeals nev
ertheless reversed the decision on the 
issue of whether the limitations provi
sion of the FTCA has run its course 
prior to the filing of Jose's claim. 

The action of the tenth circuit's de
cision was to deny the Arvayos the 
only means which they had to support 
their son throughout his life. As a con
sequence of his illness, Jose has an in
telligence quotient of only 20, meaning 
that at the age of 16 he will have de
veloped to the level of a 3-year-old. 
The child will require continued medi
cation for seizures and regular medical 
and mental examinations for the rest 
of his life. He will have to see a variety 
of physicians just to keep his body 
functioning. He will also require 
speech and language therapy to devel
op his ability to articulate sounds and 
understand language as he grows 
older. Jose's condition is permanent. 
The cost of this in emotional terms is 
beyond compensation. The cost in fi
nancial terms is well beyond the ca
pacity of most people. 

The court of appeals recognized the 
extent and severity of Jose's injuries 
and the hardship those injuries will 
place on his parents. It expressed 
regret that the Arvayos' otherwise 
most meritorious case had to be denied 
because of a mere technicality. In its 
opinion the court stated: 

It is with regret that our decision prevents 
any recovery by Jose and Tina Arvayo on 
behalf of their son, Jose, Jr. The damage to 
Jose, Jr., and the continuing pain and 
trauma for the entire family is a tragedy, 
not to speak of the financial hardships they 
will surely endure. 

The court, in an extraordinary de
parture, included in its opinion a sug
gestion to the Arvayos that they 
appeal to Congress for private relief. 
The court simultaneously implored 
Congress to grant the suggested relief, 

given the unusual circumstances of 
this case and the particularly acute 
plight of the Arvayos. 

Mr. President, the facts speak for 
themselves. I believe this desperate sit
uation deserves our attention and res
olution. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1079 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SATISFACTION OF CLAIM AGAINST THE 

UNITED STATES. 
The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, 

out of any money in the Treasury not other
wise appropriated, to Jose L. Arvayo and 
Tina D. Arvayo on behalf of their infant 
son, Jose M. Arvayo, the sum of $1,950,000. 
Such sum was awarded in a judgment en
tered against the United States in Arvayo v. 
United States, Civ. No. 82-1611 <D. Kan. 
1984>. which was reversed in Arvayo v. 
United States, Civ. No. 84-1479 <lOth Cir. 
1985) on the ground that the claim of Jose 
M. Arvayo was not presented to the appro
priate Federal agency within two years as 
required by section 2401(b) of title 28, 
United States Code. The payment of such 
sum shall be in full satisfaction of any claim 
of Jose M. Arvayo against the United States 
arising out of the failure of a physician of 
the United States Air Force to diagnose and 
treat bacterial meningitis afflicting Jose M. 
Arvayo. 
SEC. 2. LIMITATION ON ATTORNEY'S AND AGENT'S 

FEES. 
Not more than 10 percent of the sum ap

propriated by section 1. shall be paid or re
ceived by any agent or attorney for services 
rendered in connection with the claim de
scribed in such section. Any person who vio
lates this section shall be fined not more 
than $1,000.e 

By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
S. 1080. A bill to amend the Automo

bile Information Disclosure Act to pro
vide information as to whether or not 
certain motor vehicles are capable of 
using gasohol; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion. 

PROMOTING THE USE OF GASOHOL 

e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
am introducing legislation to help 
reduce the confusion that too many 
people have about gasohol. My bill 
would simply require that manufactur
ers indicate on the window sticker of 
all new cars manufactured in any 
model year after 1988 whether the ve
hicle can be operated on gasohol. 

Gasohol is a blend of 10 percent eth
anol-or grain alcohol-and 90 percent 
gasoline. Ethanol can be made from a 
variety of bases including grain or sug
arcane. It's interesting to note that 
ethanol fuels have been increasing in 
popularity in this country for some 
time. In 1980, 80 million gallons of fuel 
ethanol was sold in the United States. 
By 1986, that figure had skyrocketed 

by almost 1,000 percent to an estimat
ed 795 million gallons. This fuel is par
ticularly popular in the Midwestern 
States, where there is an abundance of 
grain that can be readily converted 
into ethanol. 

By the way, Mr. President, it is im
portant to distinguish gasohol, which 
is a blend of gasoline ·and ethanol, 
from methanol, which is wood alcohol. 
Methanol can cause both hot and cold 
weather driving problems and increase 
the nitrous oxide emissions of a vehi
cle. My measure does not include alco
hol fuels made from methanol. 

Gasohol is reported to have an 
octane rating-a measure of gasoline's 
antiknock capability-as much as 
three numbers higher than gasoline. 
Higher octanes slow down and even 
out the burning process which makes 
engines run smoother and with more 
power-that's why the gas stations 
make such a big deal about their 
upper grade fuels with higher octanes. 
Mixing ethanol with gasoline provides 
an octane boost which could facilitate 
gasoline production by permitting oil 
refiners to produce lower octane gaso
line for blending purposes. So, gasohol 
has great potential to help our Na
tion's much needed efforts to conserve 
our oil supply and reduce our depend
ency on foreign oil. 

And these needs are real ones. The 
depressed state of our domestic oil in
dustry and our increasing dependency 
on oil imports are not secrets. Domes
tic oil production has declined by 
800,000 barrels per day over the past 
year. Last year, we imported approxi
mately 6 million barrels of oil a day
about 1 million barrels a day more 
than in 1985. Imports from Arab 
OPEC nations more than doubled in 
1986, giving the United States its high
est level of OPEC imports since 1981. 
In fact, we are now importing about 37 
percent of our daily oil consumption. 
That's higher than 1973 at the time of 
the oil embargo. The Department of 
Energy has estimated that we may be 
importing as much as 50 percent of 
our daily consumption by the early 
1990's. 

The Department of Energy has also 
stated that there is probably no differ
ence between burning alcohol fuels or 
gasoline with regard to the environ
ment. In fact, nitrous oxide emissions 
are probably reduced by using gasohol. 
Other emissions, such as carbon mon
oxide and unburned hydrocarbons, 
also do not seem to change. Also, etha
nol could effectively help our efforts 
to phase lead-which causes higher oc
tanes, but is harmful to the environ
ment-out of gasoline. Ethanol gives 
any type of gasoline a lead-free octane 
boost. Furthermore, in 1978, the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency deter
mined that alcohol fuels are in compli
ance with the Clean Air Act. 
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Despite gasohol's rising popularity 

and beneficial qualities, a mispercep
tion has been cultivated that some 
automobiles cannot run smoothly on 
gasohol. Unfortunately, this misper
ception has handicapped the gasohol 
industry and hindered the consumers' 
ability to make educated decisions on 
both automobiles and fuel. 

Automobile manufacturers are pres
ently required by law to indicate on all 
new car window stickers certain infor
mation that enables consumers to 
make well informed decisions on 
whether or not to purchase the car. 
Requiring manufacturers to include 
engine performance using gasohol on 
that label is a step that further assists 
the American consumer. It is my un
derstanding that in all cases the stick
er will reflect that the automobile can 
operate on gasohol-thereby removing 
all doubts about the fuel. 

Simply stated, my bill allows the 
consumer to see through the fog that 
has been created on the gasohol issue 
and make educated decisions on 
whether or not to use the fuel. I urge 
my colleagues to support this measure 
and urge its rapid consideration.• 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for him
self, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. MATSUNAGA, 
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. DURENBERGER, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mr. BURDICK): 

S. 1081. A bill to establish a coordi
nated National Nutrition Monitoring 
and Related Research Program, and a 
comprehensive plan for the assess
ment of the nutritional and dietary 
status of the United States population 
and the nutritional quality of the 
United States food supply, with provi
sion for the conduct of scientific re
search and development in support of 
such program and plan; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

NATIONAL NUTRITION MONITORING AND 
RELATED RESEARCH ACT 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
believe the Senate is well aware of leg
islation I pushed in the 98th and 99th 
Congresses to establish a national nu
trition monitoring system. Today, I am 
again introducing this bill. Joining me 
as original cosponsors are Senators 
KENNEDY, GLENN, HARKIN, MATSUNAGA, 
RIEGLE, DURENBERGER, LEVIN, SIMON, 
HOLLINGS, BOSCHWITZ, MIKULSKI, and 
BuRDICK. Identical legislation is also 
being introduced in the House by Rep
resentatives MAcKAY, BROWN, and 
WALGREN. With their leadership, the 
House overwhelmingly passed nutri
tion monitoring legislation last year. 

While the legislation did not pass 
the Senate then, I am optimistic that 
with the past support from over 70 or
ganizations representing food produc
ers, consumers, members of religious 
organizations, senior citizens, health 
and nutrition professionals, scientists, 

education officials, advocates for chil
dren and low-income people, public of
ficials, and minorities, that it will suc
ceed in the lOOth Congress. Last year 
the House-passed bill was reported out 
of the Governmental Affairs Commit
tee before it died in the final days of 
the 99th Congress. 

Despite considerable nutrition infor
mation from various sources, the fact 
remains that we do not have a compre
hensive nutrition monitoring program. 
The embarrassing result is we simply 
do not know the current nutritional 
status of our citizens. This legislation 
would lay the groundwork for a truly 
coordinated data-gathering program. 

Over nine agencies of the Federal 
Government now engage in nutrition 
research and training at an estimated 
cost of well over $200 million. The De
partment of Agriculture, the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, 
and the Department of Commerce all 
collect data and conduct research 
through 19 different surveys. Given 
such disparate data collection, analy
sis, and reporting it's no wonder that 
we need an integrated approach. In 
1985, in a report to the President and 
Congress, the National Agriculture 
Research and Extension Users Adviso
ry Board stated that because of poor 
coordination among the appropriate 
Federal agencies, each agency ignored 
opportunities to economize and per
haps make the results more conclu
sive. Even the Hunger Task Force, ap
pointed by President Reagan, recom
mended that the USDA and the HHS 
coordinate their two surveys on a con
tinuous and timely basis. 

A second deficiency of our nutrition 
monitoring is this lack of timely data. 
This issue becomes more critical as we 
continue to vote for or against health 
care, food assistance, food and envi
ronmental safety, agriculture produc
tion, and biomedical research. How 
can we make informed decisions when 
there is no current baseline data on 
the nutritional and health status of 
the U.S. population? We do not even 
know whether our current policies are 
having the intended effect or whether 
with better information we could 
make effective changes. The decisions 
we make today are based on data col
lected in the 1970's. A more complete 
understanding of the relationship be
tween diet, nutrition, and health 
would pay off in knowledge and fiscal 
savings. 

Briefly, this bill streamlines the ad
ministrative functions of nutrition 
monitoring. It consolidates the author
ity within an Interagency Board to 
assist the Secretaries of Health and 
Human Services and the Department 
of Agriculture in the development, 
management, and implementation of a 
coordinated program and a compre
hensive 10-year plan. An Advisory 
Council would be appointed by the 
President and Congress to give scien-

tific and technical advice on the devel
opment and implementation of a na
tional nutrition monitoring program. 
No new funds are authorized under it. 

This will ensure the effective use of 
Federal and State dollars. It will help 
develop State and local initiatives to 
improve monitoring methods and 
standards. It will stimulate academic, 
industry, and governmental partner
ships. And it will improve methods to 
cut the costs of monitoring. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I be
lieve this legislation is long overdue 
and I urge support for it. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1082. A bill to temporarily sus

pend the duty on tetra amino biphenyl 
until 1993; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DUTY 

e Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
temporarily suspend the duty on the 
chemical tetra amino biphenyl <A/K/ 
A Diamino Benzidene). This chemical, 
commonly eferred to as "TAB," is im
ported into the United States from 
West Germany. TAB is an essential 
raw material used for the production 
of a high performance fiber called 
"PBI." There is no American producer 
of TAB. 

PBI is a unique heat-and-chemical
resistant fiber that can be used as a 
suitable replacement for asbestos. PBI 
has a wide range of thermal protective 
applications such as flight suits and 
garments for fire fighters, boiler 
tenders, and refinery workers. 

Mr. President, in the 98th Congress I 
introduced similar legislation to apply 
duty-free treatment to TAB. This bill 
was ultimately incorporated into the 
Omnibus Tariff and Trade Act which 
became law in 1984. The duty suspen
sion for TAB expires in 1988. 

There is still no domestic producer 
of TAB. Thus, the temporary suspen
sion of duty on this chemical as called 
for in my bill will not cause injury to 
any U.S. manufacturer of the product. 

Mr. President, there are a large 
number of jobs that are directly relat
ed to production of PBI, as well as ad
ditional positions resulting from the 
research, development, and marketing 
of this product. These jobs hinge on 
the ability of the domestic manufac
turer of PBI to produce this product 
efficiently and at a competitive price 
for the available markets. Temporary 
removal of this import duty on this 
principal raw material will lower the 
production cost for PBI fiber and 
enable the domestic manufacturer to 
establish a competitive market for 
products containing PBI. 

Mr. President, it is extremely impor
tant that we do everything in our 
power to prevent the loss of American 
jobs to foreign markets. This is an ex-
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cellent opportunity to help keep some 
American jobs at home. For that 
reason, I am hopeful the Finance 
Committee and the Congress can fa
vorably consider this bill in the near 
future.e 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 1083. A bill to delay implementa

tion of the employer sanctions provi
sion of the Immigration Reform and 
Control Act of 1986 by 4 months; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
DELAY OF EMPLOYER SANCTIONS PROVISION OF 
THE IMMIGRATION REFORM AND CONTROL ACT 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

am introducing today legislation to 
delay the implementation of the em
ployer sanctions provision of the Im
migration Reform and Control Act of 
1986 for 4 months. The sanctions are 
due to go into effect on June 1, 1987. 
My bill would delay that implementa
tion date until October 1, 1987. 

Let me point out at the outset that 
my bill would not repeal the provision 
making it illegal under our laws to 
hire an illegal alien. The 1986 act en
acted such a change in our law begin
ning on December 1, 1986. The Immi
gration Act of 1986, however, delays 
actual enforcement of the employer 
sanctions provision for a 6-month 
public information period. My bill will 
extend the public information period 
for an additional4 months. 

I am taking this action because I 
find that the public information cam
paign required by the Immigration Act 
has not adequately taken place. Under 
the provisions of the law, the appro
priate Cabinet members were required 
"to disseminate forms and information 
to employers, employment agencies, 
and organizations representing em
ployees and provide for public educa
tion". It is obvious that the adminis
tration's efforts to comply with this 
provision have been far from ade
quate. I understand that Congress 
must bear a great deal of the blame 
for this problem because of our failure 
to enact the supplemental appropria
tion bill which contains some funds to 
implement parts of the Immigration 
Act. 

Mr. President, I find that there is 
widespread misunderstanding and ig
norance of the requirements and pro
tections of the employer sanctions pro
visions. In my discussions with em
ployers, unions, and individuals who 
would be most affected by the sanc
tions, I find that they are totally un
aware of the real provisions of the law 
and are overwhelmed with rumors and 
misinformation. The bill I introduce 
today would give the administration 
adequate time to quiet the fears and 
inform the misinformed and unin
formed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill ference report describes the issue as 
was ordered to be printed in the follows: 
RECORD, as follows: These costs are an outgrowth of initial 

s. 1083 calculations in the enrichment program, pri
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

Chapter 8 of title II of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act is amended in section 
274A. <8 U.S.C. 1324A.>: 

In section 274A.(i)0) substitute "tO
Month" for "6-Month" and "ten-month" for 
"six-month" so that the first line of the sec
tion reads: 

"(1) 10-MONTH PUBLIC INFORMATION 
PERIOD.-During the ten-month* • •." 

In section 274A.(j)(l) substitute "16 
months" for "one year" in the first line so 
that it reads: 

"( 1) IN GENERAL.-Beginning 16 months 
after the date of enactment • * *." 

By Mr. FORD (for himself and 
Mr. JoHNSTON): 

S. 1084. A bill to establish the 
amount of the costs of the Depart
ment of Energy's uranium enrichment 
program that have not previously been 
recovered from enrichment customers 
in the charges of the Department of 
Energy to its customers; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

URANIUM ENRICHMENT 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing legislation to fix the 
amount of prior unrecovered and un
recouped Government cost of provid
ing uranium enrichment services to its 
customers. There has been a substan
tial controversy over this matter for 
some time. For some time there has 
been a need for Congress to settle the 
controversy. My bill will settle it. 

The Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources is in the midst of a 
series of hearings on the status of the 
Department of Energy's Uranium En
richment Program. Our first hearings 
were held on March 9 and March 13. 
Additional hearings are scheduled for 
May 4 and May 8. 

These hearings show a Federal en
terprise that is in deep trouble and in 
danger of losing its customers-Ameri
ca's utilities-to foreign providers of 
enrichment services that are backed 
by their home governments. One of 
the major uncertainties that burdens 
the U.S. program is the allegation that 
its enrichment customers may have to 
assume a large obligation to recover 
so-called prior unrecouped Govern
ment costs of providing the service. 
The issue of these costs and which 
customers should bear responsibility 
for them is highly controversial. Un
certainty as to how the issue will be 
resolved is perhaps the main reason 
why domestic utilities have to consider 
switching their business to foreign 
providers. 

This matter was considered at the 
end of the last Congress in the con
tinuing appropriations legislation, 
House Joint Resolution 738. The con-

marily valuation of plants originally con
structed for defense purposes, together with 
cumulatively imputed interest on that 
amount. Calculation of an appropriate 
amount reflecting that initial calculation to
gether with imputed interest which should 
be returned to the Treasury from revenues 
paid by enrichment customers has been con
troversial, both because differing method
ologies yield different results and because 
such repayment to the Treasury is per
ceived by some as a major new departure in 
the approach by which appropriations and 
customer revenues have funded uranium en
richment activities. Because of the contro
versial nature of this issue, as well as the 
fact that estimates of an appropriate repay
ment obligation have ranged as low as $350 
million and as high as $7.5 billion, this is a 
matter that the conferees believe should be 
determined by the Congress after full op
portunity to inquire into the matter, rather 
than be determined unilaterally by DOE. 

My bill will serve as a focus for the 
debate on this issue as well as others 
that must be considered and resolved 
if the U.S. Uranium Enrichment Pro
gram is to continue to function to 
achieve its goals. Under my bill, the 
Government's costs of providing urani
um enrichment services under section 
161(v) of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2201(v)) that have 
been incurred and not recovered prior 
to fiscal year 1987 of the United States 
is determined to be $364 million. A 
table showing the derivation of this 
figure appears at the conclusion of 
these remarks. The methodology for 
arriving at the entries to this table fol
lows. 

Column I of the attached table is 
the net appropriations to the enrich
ment program measured in millions of 
as-spent dollars. Net appropriations 
are defined as the difference between 
outlays and revenues, from 1969, when 
the commercial operation of the en
richment enterprise began, through 
the end of fiscal year 1986. Outlays in
clude operating, plant and equipment 
and other costs, including those in
curred for the cancelled Portsmouth, 
OH, Gas Centrifuge Enrichment 
Plant. Revenues include all funds re
ceived from the sale of enriched urani
um. These costs total to $1,774,500,000 
at the end of fiscal year 1986. This is 
based on cost data from DOE's annual 
budget submissions and financial re
ports of the enrichment enterprise. 

Column II represents revenues that 
would have been received from the 
sale of enriched uranium to the Gov
ernment if the Government had been 
paying the commercial price for the 
enrichment service. The Government 
purchases enrichment services for de
fense purposes, for example, the oper
ation or nuclear powered submarines. 
The inferred cost of services provided 
to the Government is equal to outlays 
incurred in providing enrichment serv-
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ices for Government users. From 1969 
through 1983, Government revenue is 
calculated by multiplying the number 
of separative work units provided to 
the Government by the commercial 
price. From 1983 through 1986, funds 
were provided to the enrichment en
terprise in appropriations bills for the 
SWU's produced for the Government, 
although they were insufficient to 
cover outlays. For those year, the dif
ference between the amount provided 
in the appropriations bills and the 
commercial price is in column II. 

Column III, the total of column I 
and column II, is equivalent to the net 
amount of money borrowed or re
ceived in each year. This is the princi
pal upon which interest is calculated. 

The interest rates in column IV are 
the average long-term cost of money 
to the U.S. Treasury. This is docu
mented in the financial reports of the 
Uranium Enrichment Program in each 
year. 

Interest is calculated on each net 
revenue figure from column III, from 
the year when the money was bor
rowed or loaned to the end of fiscal 
year 1986, at the fixed rate in column 
IV. Each year is treated as a separate 
"loan." Column Vis the total amount 
owed on the loan, principal plus inter
est, for each year. The total amount 
that has been incurred but not recov
ered from 1969 through 1986 is 
$364,000,000 in 1986 dollars. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table and the text of this 
bill be inserted in the RECORD at the 
proper point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1084 
Be i t enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

Section 16l<v> of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954 <42 U.S.C. 2201<v» is amended by in
serting after the phrase "over a reasonable 
period of time: • • •" the following: 

"And provided further, That the Govern
ment's costs of providing services under 
paragraphs A and B of this subsection that 
have been incurred and not recovered prior 
to Fiscal Year 1987 of the United States are 
hereby determined to be $364 million, and 
such amount shall be recovered in charges 
for services under paragraphs A and B 
within a 20-year period commencing on Oc
tober 1, 1987, along with interest on the 
unpaid balance at a rate equal to the aver
age yield on long-term government obliga
tions as determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury on October 1, 1987:" 

CUMULATIVE DEBT 

FY App net 

1969 .. 000000 000 0 00 HOOO - 105.7 
1970 .... - 89.1 
1971...... 29.1 
1972... - 69.7 
1973.... - 76.1 
1974 ... 302.9 

~~t Rev net lnt rate Pr~~t & 

60.0 - 45.7 
60.0 - 29.1 
60.4 89.5 
21.1 - 48.6 
29.9 - 46.2 
22.3 325.2 

4.985 - 1045 
5.785 - 71.6 
5.665 204.5 
5.242 - 99.4 
5.600 - 93.8 
6.782 7147 

CUMULATIVE DEBT-Continued 

FY App net ~t Rev net lnt rate Prin & 
lnt 

1975............ - 79.9 
1976................ . .. ...... - 300.0 
1977 ....... - 507.0 
1978 ..... ......... - 283.8 
1979. - 91.0 
1980 . . ...... - 204.0 
1981..... .. - 237.5 
1982..... 56.3 
u~ . n8 
uu. ~6 
1985 - 300.1 
"~H ~.7 
Cum ... .................... ............... - 1,774 

34.1 - 45.8 
53.0 - 247.0 

116.3 - 390.7 
114.3 - 169.5 
121.5 30.5 
109.8 - 94.2 
177.3 - 60.2 
230.0 286.3 

98.2 178.0 
124.2 134.8 
90.0 - 210.1 

115.6 206.3 
1,638 - 136.5 

7.015 - 96.6 
6.644 - 470.0 
6.403 - 683.0 
6.979 - 290.8 
8.202 53.0 
9.685 - 164.0 

11.335 - 103.0 
12.395 456.9 
11.050 243.8 
11.052 166.2 
10.875 - 232.9 
6.319 206.3 

HHHH - 364.0 

Interest is calculated by compounding the current year revised net 
~ppropnalion to 1986 at the current year's interest rate. The cumulative debt 
IS then the sum of all principal and interest amounts. 

By Mr. GLENN: 
S. 1085. A bill to create an independ

ent oversight board to ensure the 
safety of U.S. Government nuclear fa
cilities, to apply the provisions of 
OSHA to certain Department of 
Energy nuclear facilities, to clarify the 
jurisdiction and powers of Govern
ment agencies dealing with nuclear 
wastes, to ensure independent re
search on the efforts of radiation on 
human beings, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 
THE NUCLEAR PROTECTIONS AND SAFETY ACT OF 

1987 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce a bill, the Nuclear Protec
tions and Safety Act of 1987. 

More than 2 years ago, I became 
aware of a problem at a DOE-owned 
nuclear facility, the Feed Materials 
Protection Center at Fernald, OH. 
The plant had had a significant re
lease of uranium oxide to the atmos
phere, and there was an evident reluc
tance on the part of both the contrac
tor and DOE to deal candidly with the 
circumstances surrounding this inci
dent. An investigation by my staff, 
which culminated in a hearing held in 
Cincinnati in April 1985, revealed that 
the history of this plant was replete 
with instances of massive discharges of 
radioactive and other hazardous mate
rials to air and to ground during the 
35-year existence of the plant. The 
emphasis was on production, with far 
less emphasis on safety or environ
mental protection. The contractor con
tinued to received bonuses based on 
production performance, and the 
needs and concerns of both workers 
and people in the surrounding commu
nity were ignored. Both soil and 
ground water were contaminated, in
cluding drinking water wells off site. 

These conditions were so shocking 
tha~ I asked the General Accounting 
Office [GAOl to begin a series of in
vestigations, not only of DOE-owned 
facilities in Ohio, but at places located 
in other areas of the United States as 
well. Five GAO reports have been de
livered to me over this 2-year period, 
and they detail a callous disregard for 
safety and environmental protection 

at nearly all of the sites surveyed by 
the GAO. Safety analysis reports for a 
number of DOE's nuclear reactors 
have not been completed or are inad
equate; widespread contamination of 
soil and ground water exists at DOE 
sites in Ohio, Tennessee, South Caroli
na, and Washington. It will cost bil
lion~ of dollars to repair the damage, 
and m some cases, the damage is irrep
arable. 

In addition to all this, the Depart
ment of Energy's handling of health 
and safety matters for workers at its 
facilities has been inept. There is wide
spread distrust among workers at 
these facilities as to the adequacy and 
implementation of occupational 
health and safety standards. This, 
combined with some egregious past 
mistakes on the part of the Depart
ment of Energy in the handling of re
search contracts on health effects of 
ionizing radiation have resulted in a 
situation where epidemiological stud
ies on radiation effects conducted by 
the Department of Energy or funded 
by the Department of Energy are not 
given credibility by the people who 
would be most affected by the results 
of such studies. DOE, whose primary 
mission is the production of nuclear 
materials, is the chief sponsor of such 
research, so the potential for conflict 
of interest is clear and compelling. 

It has now been a year since the ac
cident at Chernobyl. That terrible nu
clear accident has itself prompted 
some hard looks at the safety condi
tions in our Government-owned nucle
ar facilities, with some disturbing re
sults. 

For example, the N-reactor at Han
ford, in the State of Washington, has 
been shut down for 4 months now 
since an independent panel of nuclea; 
experts examined it and questioned 
the safety of its operation. We should 
remember that the N-reactor is the 
one in our country most resembling 
the reactor at Chernobyl. But that is 
not our only reactor safety problem. 
The Savannah River facility in South 
Carolina has one reactor shut down 
because of cracks in the reactor vessel· 
another reactor may be developing 
such cracks as well. The problems at 
these facilities go beyond those result
ing from operating reactors past the 
reasonable lifetime of the equipment. 
Some of the problems appear to be a 
result of incompetence or carelessness. 
For nearly 7 years, the DOE operated 
its Savannah River reactors at a much 
higher rate of power than the emer
gency core cooling system could 
handle. GAO investigators looking 
into safety concerns at DOE facilities 
on my behalf brought this fact to light 
at a hearing I held last month. 

While DOE took steps late last year 
to reduce the power levels of the Sa
vannah River reactors, an outside 
panel of experts-the National Acade-
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my of Sciences-did not have confi
dence that the reduction was suffi
cient and has strongly advised DOE to 
reduce further the power levels of 
these reactors. 

The fact that independent reviews of 
DOE's reactor operations have shown 
such problems indicates that such re
views need to be institutionalized. 

Let me say this: I think DOE has 
now been sensitized to the situation 
that exists around the country with 
regard to their facilities. I must com
pliment them for some of the actions 
they have taken but they have not 
gone far enough, fast enough, and 
they are too late in some of their ac
tivities. We should have been putting 
some of this emphasis on many years 
ago. It is better late than never. 

So I am glad they are moving and 
are now sensitized to this. But I do 
think that to protect this country for 
the future we need to institutionalize 
these changes being made and make 
certain that whatever administration 
is in power and whoever the people at 
the Department of Energy, that these 
nuclear concerns will get the same 
kind of emphasis from one administra
tion to another. 

In addition, DOE's abuse of the envi
ronment at and around its defense fa
cilities is a national disgrace and must 
be stopped. My own home State of 
Ohio is suing DOE because of its con
tinued lack of compliance with envi
ronmental laws, and as I indicated ear
lier, such conditions exist at several 
DOE facilities around the country. I 
do not know how many lawsuits are 
being filed in other States to make 
sure DOE comes into compliance but 
our State attorney general back home 
in Ohio has filed such suits in Ohio to 
make certain that we do get compli
ance in our State. 

The basic problem in all these areas 
stems from the fact that the Depart
ment of Energy is in charge of both 
nuclear production and safety and 
health implications at the same time, 
without any outside oversight. The 
legislation I am introducing today will 
remedy this intolerable and dangerous 
situation. We cannot afford to risk 
permanent harm to our citizens and 
our land in the name of national secu
rity. 

First, the bill creates an independent 
oversight board to ensure the safe op
eration of nuclear facilities owned by 
the Department of Energy. 

Second, the bill will substantially in
crease the safety of workers at the De
partment of Energy nuclear facilities 
by eliminating DOE's exemption from 
the application of Occupational Safety 
and Health Act [OSHAJ standards. If 
the bill passes, the National Institute 
for Occupational Safety and Health 
[NIOSHJ will be able to walk into any 
DOE facility and do a health hazard 
survey. 

Third, the Environmental Protection 
Agency will be given the sole jurisdic
tion to regulate mixed hazardous and 
nuclear waste at DOE facilities. This 
will ensure that adequate environmen
tal standards are applicable to DOE 
activities. 

Finally, the bill creates a Radiation 
Research Review Board with heavy 
representation by the Department of 
Health and Human Services to oversee 
DOE's research program on the 
health effects of ionizing radiation. 

Mr. President, more than 35 years of 
neglect in environment, safety and 
health by the Department of Energy 
and its predecessor agencies cannot be 
mitigated overnight. It will take much 
effort, some time, a great deal of 
money, and dedication and will on the 
part of both the executive branch and 
the Congress. 

I think it will be in the billion of dol
lars that we will have to pay before we 
get new procedures in and clean up 
procedures completed to clean up the 
mess that we have around some of 
these plants. It is going to take a lot of 
dedication and will on the part of both 
the executive branch and the Con
gress. 

The passage of this bill would be a 
significant step on the road to recov
ery. I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill and a section-by
section analysis be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1085 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. That this Act may be cited as 

the "Nuclear Protections and Safety Act of 
1987". 
TITLE J_:_INDEPENDENT NUCLEAR 

SAFETY BOARD OVERSIGHT OVER 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FACILI
TIES 

SHORT TITLE 
SEc. 101. This title may be cited as the 

"Department of Energy Nuclear Safety 
Board Oversight Act of 1987". 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 
SEc. 102. (a) The Congress finds that-
< 1) there is a great need for vigorous inves

tigation of events at nuclear facilities con
trolled by the Department of Energy; and 

(2) continual review and assessment by 
expert outside authorities would be of as
sistance in identifying actual or potential 
safety problems and needed standards at 
these nuclear facilities. 

(b) The purpose of this title is to establish 
an Independent Department of Energy Nu
clear Safety Board which shall promote nu
clear safety at Department of Energy nucle
ar facilities by-

O> annually reviewing and evaluating the 
implementation of health and safety stand
ards, as well as all applicable Department of 
Energy Orders at each nuclear facility; 

<2> conducting independent investigations 
of events at Department of Energy nuclear 
facilities; 

<3> reviewing and assessing the content 
and application of all Orders governing De
partment of Energy nuclear facilities; 

(4) recommending to the Department of 
Energy improvements in its nuclear facili
ties, operations, and health and safety 
standards; and 

(5) informing the Congress of its findings 
and recommendations. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF NUCLEAR SAFETY BOARD 
SEc. 103. Title II of the Energy Reorgani

zation Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5841 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

"INDEPENDENT NUCLEAR SAFETY BOARD 
"SEc. 212. <a> There is established a De

partment of Energy Nuclear Safety Board 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
'Board'). 

"(b)(l) The Board shall be composed of 3 
members appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, from among respected experts in 
the field of nuclear safety with a demon
strated competence and knowledge relevant 
to the independent investigative and pre
scriptive functions of the Board. No more 
than 2 members of the Board shall be of the 
same political party. Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion, the President shall submit such nomi
nations for appointment to the Board. 

"(2) Any vacancy in the membership of 
the Board shall be filled in the same 
manner in which the original appointment 
was made. 

"(3) No member of the Board shall have 
any significant financial relationship in any 
firm, company, corporation, or other busi· 
ness entity engaged in activities regulated 
by the Commission either as licensee or con
tractor, or have such a relationship within 
the 2 years preceding his appointment. 

"<c>O> The Chairman and Vice Chairman 
of the Board shall be designated by the 
President. The Chairman and Vice Chair
man may be reappointed to such offices. 

"<2> The Chairman shall be the chief ex
ecutive officer of the Board and shall, sub
ject to such policies as the Board may estab
lish, exercise the functions of the Board 
with respect to-

"(A) the appointment and supervision of 
personnel employed by the Board; 

"(B) the organization of any administra
tive units established by the Board; and 

" <C> the use and expenditure of funds. 
The Chairman may delegate any of the 
functions under this paragraph to any other 
member or to any appropriate employee or 
officer of the Board. 

"<3> The Vice Chairman shall act as 
Chairman in the event of the absence or in
capacity of the Chairman or in case of a va
cancy in the office of Chairman. 

"(d)(l) Except as provided under para
graph <2>. the members of the Board shall 
serve for terms of 6 years. Members of the 
Board may be reappointed. 

"(2) Of the members first appointed
"<A> one shall be appointed for a term of 2 

years; 
"<B> one shall be appointed for a term of 4 

years; and 
"(C) one shall be appointed for a term of 6 

years, 
as designated by the President at the time 
of appointment. 
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"(3) Any member appointed to fill a va

cancy occurring before the expiration of the 
term of office for which such member's 
predecessor was appointed shall be appoint
ed only for the remainder of such term. A 
member may serve after the expiration of 
the member's term until a successor has 
taken office. 

"(4) Any member of the Board may be re
moved by the President for inefficiency, ne
glect of duty, or malfeasance in office. 

"(e) Two members of the Board shall con
stitute a quorum for issuing reports, but a 
lesser number may hold hearings. 

"(f) The Board shall hire such staff and 
make such expenditures for consultants and 
services as are necessary. 

"(g) The Board shall have the following 
functions: 

"( 1 > The Board shall annually review and 
evaluate the implementation of health and 
safety standards, as well as all applicable 
Department of Energy Orders, at each De
partment of Energy nuclear facility. The 
Board shall annually review and assess the 
content and application of all Orders gov
erning Department of Energy nuclear facili
ties, and recommend necessary changes in 
their content and application. 

"<2><A><i> The Board shall investigate 
those events at Department of Energy nu
clear facilities which the Board determines 
to be significant because of possible adverse 
effects on the health or safety of the public 
or because such events could be the precur
sors of events that may adversely affect the 
health or safety of the public. 

"(ii) The Board may request the Secretary 
of Energy to make an investigation of the 
events described in subdivision (i) and to 
report its findings to the Board in a timely 
fashion. Whenever the Board concludes 
such an investigation, the Board may ana
lyze the findings of the Secretary for the 
purpose of making its own conclusions and 
recommendations. 

"(B) The purpose of any Board investiga
tion under this paragraph shall be-

"(i) to determine if the Secretary is ade
quately implementing health and safety 
standards, as well as all applicable Depart
ment of Energy Orders, at Department of 
Energy nuclear facilities; 

"(ii) to ascertain information concerning 
the circumstances of the event involved, and 
its implications for the public health and 
safety; 

"<iii) to determine whether such event is 
part of a pattern of similar events at other 
Department of Energy nuclear facilities 
which could adversely affect the public 
health or safety or which could be the pre
cursor of events which could adversely 
affect the public health or safety; and 

"(iv> to provide such recommendations to 
the Secretary for changes in Department of 
Energy Orders, safety regulations and re
quirements, and other regulatory policy as 
may be prudent or necessary. 

"(C) For the purpose of this paragraph, 
the term 'event' shall include an action or 
failure to act by any person, including the 
Secretary, or a continuing series of actions 
or failures to act by any person, including 
the Secretary, including operational fail
ures, that the Board determines to have an 
actual or potentially adverse effect on 
public health and safety as provided in this 
paragraph. 

"<3> The Board shall have access to and 
may systematically analyze operational data 
from any Department of Energy needed fa
cility to determine whether there exist cer
tain patterns of events that indicate safety 
problems. 

"(4) The Board may conduct special stud
ies pertaining to safety at any Department 
of Energy nuclear facility. 

"(5) The Board may evaluate information 
received from the scientific and industrial 
communities, and from the interested 
public, with respect to-

"<A> events with actual or potential ad
verse effects on health and safety; or 

"<B> suggestions for specific measures to 
improve health and safety at Department of 
Energy nuclear facilities. 

"<6><A> The Board shall recommend to the 
Secretary those specific measures that 
should be adopted to minimize the likeli
hood that events will occur at any Depart
ment of Energy nuclear facility which could 
adversely affect the public health or safety. 
The Secretary shall respond in writing to 
the recommendations of the Board within 
120 days of receipt of such recommenda
tions. Such written response shall detail 
specific measures adopted by the Secretary 
in response to such recommendations. 

"(B) The recommendations of the Board 
made pursuant to subparagraph <A> shall 
also be sent to Congress, and when possible, 
made available to Federal, State, and local 
government agencies, concerned with health 
and safety at Department of Energy nuclear 
facilities, and to the public. 

"<7><A> The Board may establish report
ing requirements which shall be binding 
upon the Secretary. 

"(B)(i) The information which the Board 
may require to be reported under this para
graph may include any materials designated 
as classified material pursuant to the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, or any materials 
designated as safeguards information and 
protected from disclosure under section 147 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

"(ii) Information received by the Board 
may be made available to the public upon 
identifiable request. and at reasonable cost. 
Nothing contained in this section shall be 
deemed to require the release of any infor
mation described by subsection <b> of sec
tion 552 of title 5, United States Code, or 
which is otherwise protected by law from 
disclosure to the public. 

"<C> Notwithstanding any provision of 
law, the Secretary of Energy and all con
tractors operating Department of Energy 
nuclear facilities shall fully cooperate with 
the Board in the investigations and provide 
ready access to such facilities and to all in
formation necessary to complete the review 
and evaluation of the Board. 

"(D) In order to protect information, the 
Secretary of Energy may deny access to in
formation received by the Board to any 
person who-

"(i) has not been granted an appropriate 
security clearance or access authorization 
by the Secretary of Energy; or 

"(ii) does not need such access in connec
tion with the duties of such person to en
force this paragraph. 

"(8) The Board shall issue periodic reports 
which shall be made available to the Con
gress, and when possible, to Federal, State, 
and local government agencies, and the 
public concerned with health and safety at 
Department of Energy nuclear facilities. 
Such reports shall contain recommenda
tions of specific measures to reduce the like
lihood of occurrence of nuclear events simi
lar to those investigated by the Board and 
of corrective steps to enhance or improve 
safety conditions at such facilities investi
gated by the Board and other facilities as 
considered appropriate by the Board. 

"(h)(l) Within 1 year after the receipt of 
the first annual review issued by the Board 

pursuant to subsection <g><l>, and for each 
subsequent annual review issued by the 
Board, the Secretary of Energy shall imple
ment each recommendation of the Board 
with respect to each operating Department 
of Energy nuclear facility covered by the 
report unless the Secretary notifies the 
Board and the Congress <and includes spe
cific facts and findings in support> that im
plementation of the recommendations 
cannot be accomplished because-

"<A> it is technically infeasible; or 
"(B) the President specifically exempts 

the facility from implementing the recom
mendations by determining it is in the para
mount interest of the United States to do 
so. 

"(2)(A) Any exemption granted under 
paragraph < 1 > shall be for a period not in 
excess of 1 year, but additional 1 year ex
emptions may be granted upon the Presi
dent's making a new determination. The 
President shall report each January to the 
Congress regarding all exemptions from the 
Board's recommendations granted during 
the preceding calendar year. together with 
specific facts and findings in support of 
granting each such exemption. 

"(B) If the reason for an exemption grant
ed under paragraph < 1 > is, in whole or in 
part, the cost of implementing the recom
mendation, no such exemption may be re
newed due to lack of appropriation unless 
the President shall have specifically re
quested such appropriations as a part of the 
budgetary process. and the Congress shall 
have failed to make available such request
ed appropriation. 

"(i)<l > The Board or. on the authorization 
of the Board, any member thereof, may, for 
the purpose of carrying out the provisions 
of this section, hold such hearings and sit 
and act at such times and places. and re
quire. by subpena or otherwise, the attend
ance and testimony of such witnesses and 
the production of such evidence as the 
Board or an authorized member may find 
advisable. 

"(2)(A) Subpenas may be issued only 
under the signature of the Chairman or any 
member of the Board designated by him 
and shall be served by any person designat
ed by the Chairman or any member. The at
tendance of witnesses and the production of 
evidence may be required from any place in 
the United States at any designated place of 
hearing in the United States. 

"<B> Any member of the Board may ad
minister oaths or affirmations to witnesses 
appearing before the Board. 

"<C> Any person who willfully neglects or 
refuses to qualify as a witness, or to testify, 
or to produce any evidence in obedience to 
any subpena duly issued under the author
ity of this paragraph shall be fined not 
more than $500, or imprisoned for not more 
than 6 months, or both. Upon certification 
by the Chairman of the Board of the facts 
concerning any willful disobedience by any 
person to the United States Attorney for 
any judicial district in which the person re
sides or is found, the United States Attor
ney may proceed by information for the 
prosecution of the person for the offense. 

"(j) For purposes of this section, the term 
'Department of Energy nuclear facility ' 
means-

"<1) a production facility or utilization fa
cility (as defined in section 11 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 <42 U.S.C. 2014)) under 
the control or jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of Energy; 
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"(2) a facility subject to such Act (42 

U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) under the control or ju
risdiction of the Secretary; and 

"(3) a waste storage facility under the con
trol of jurisdiction of the Secretary, other 
than a facility developed pursuant to the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (42 U.S.C. 
10101 et seq.) and licensed by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. 
The term does not include facilities or ac
tivities covered under Executive Order 
12344 <codified in 42 U.S.C. 7158). 

"(k) There are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated for each of the fiscal years 1988, 
1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993 the sum of 
$5,000,000.". 

ASSISTANCE BY OTHER AGENCIES 

SEc. 104. (a) Section 29 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 <42 U.S.C. 2039) is 
amended by-

(1) inserting "a." before "There is hereby 
established"; and 

(2) adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"b. < 1 > The Advisory Committee on Reac
tor Safeguards shall provide assistance as 
requested by the Independent Nuclear 
Safety Board <as established in section 212 
of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974). 

"(2) To assist the Board, the Advisory 
Committee on Reactor Safeguards is au
thorized to expand its membership by up to 
5 additional members and corresponding 
staff which shall be dedicated to assisting 
the Independent Nuclear Safety Board. 

"(3) The Secretary of Energy shall fully 
reimburse the Advisory Committee on Reac
tor Safeguards for all costs incurred in as
sisting the Board for activities conducted 
pursuant to this subsection.". 

(b) Section 309 of the Department of 
Energy Organization Act <Public Law 95-91; 
42 U.S.C. 7158) is amended by inserting at 
the end thereof the following: 

"(c) The Director of the Naval Nuclear 
Propulsion Program may from time to time 
provide assistance and advice to the 
Board.". 

ASSISTANCE BY THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF 
SCIENCES 

SEc. 105. <a> In order to assist the Board in 
conducting the first annual review, the Na
tional Academy of Sciences or some other 
independent group or organization of ex
perts chosen by the Board shall evaluate 
and interpret the differences between Nu
clear Regulatory Commission regulations 
and Department of Energy Orders govern
ing nuclear facilities, including but not lim
ited to the implications for safety. 

<b> There are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated such sums as are necessary to 
carry out the provisions of subsection (a). 
TITLE II-APPLICATION OF OSHA AND 
NIOSH TO DOE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

SEc. 201. (a) Congress finds that-
< 1 > worker health and safety at Depart

ment of Energy nuclear facilities could be 
made substantially safer by applying the 
standards developed by experts in the field 
of occupational health and safety; 

<2> the Secretary of Labor has a long
standing responsibility for the health and 
safety of workers <including the enforce
ment of occupational health and safety 
standards and other protective labor stand
ard programs> and could provide substantial 
assistance in creating and enforcing the 
standards; and 

<3> the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services has a continuing responsibility for 

evaluating health needs related to radiation 
and toxic substances standards and could 
provide substantial assistance in creating 
and enforcing the standards. 

(b) The purpose of this title is to provide 
and enforce better standards for employee 
health and safety at Department of Energy 
nuclear facilities. 

APPLICATION OF OSHA TO DOE NUCLEAR 
FACILITIES 

SEc. 202. <a> Paragraph (1) of section 4<b> 
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 653(b)(l)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(1)(A) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act, this Act shall apply with re
spect to employment performed in-

" (i) a production facility or utilization fa
cility (as defined in section 11 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2014)) under 
the control or jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of Energy; 

"<ii> a facility subject to such Act ( 42 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) under the control or ju
risdiction of the Secretary; and 

"<iii> a waste storage facility under the 
control of or jurisdiction of the Secretary. 

"<B> This subsection shall not apply to a 
facility or activity covered under section 309 
of the Department of Energy Organization 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7158>.". 

<b><l> All regulations and standards relat
ing to occupational health and safety appli
cable to nuclear facilities described in sec
tion 4<b><l> of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 (as amended by subsec
tion <a» that are in effect on the date of en
actment of this Act shall remain in effect 
until superseded by regulations and stand
ards promulgated by the Secretary of Labor 
in accordance with paragraph <2>. 

(2) After consultation with the Secretary 
of Energy and employee representatives, 
the Secretary of Labor shall promulgate 
regulations to govern the application of 
such Act to such facilities. The regulations 
shall include-

<A> the occupational health and safety 
standards to be applied to such facilities, 
subject to paragraph <3>; and 

<B> the manner and process for enforce
ment of the standards, which shall include 
provisions for-

(i) the safeguarding of information, con
sistent with the needs of employees of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Adminis
tration; 

(ii) mechanisms and processes for enforce
ment, including the right of entry for unan
nounced inspections without probable 
cause; 

(iii) receipt of complaints from individuals 
and protection of the individuals from retri
bution for making the complaints; and 

<iv> such other regulations as are neces
sary to carry out this title and the amend
ments made by this title. 

PERFORMANCE OF NIOSH FUNCTIONS AT DOE 
NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

SEc. 203. Section 22 of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 <29 U.S.C. 
671 > is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new subsection: 

"(g) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, the Director and the Institute 
shall perform functions authorized by this 
Act at nuclear facilities described in section 
4(b)(l).". 

COOPERATION WITH INSPECTIONS AND 
INVESTIGATIONS 

SEc. 203. Section 8 of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 

657 > is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new subsection: 

"(h)(l) Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), the Secretary of Energy and each con
tractor operating a nuclear facility de
scribed in section 4<b><l> shall-

"(A) cooperate with the Secretary of 
Labor and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in the conduct of an inspec
tion or investigation under this Act at such 
facility; 

"(B) grant access to such facility to enable 
the conduct of such inspection or investiga
tion; and 

"<C> provide all information that is neces
sary to conduct such inspection or investiga
tion. 

"(2) To protect the confidentiality of in
formation, the Secretary of Energy may 
deny access to any person who-

"<A> has not been granted a security clear
ance or access authorization by the Secre
tary; or 

"(B) does not require such access in con
nection with the duties of such person to 
enforce this Act.". 
TITLE III-MIXED HAZARDOUS WASTE 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 301. This title may be cited as the 
"Mixed Hazardous Waste Amendment Act 
of 1987". 

FINDINGS 

SEc. 302. The Congress finds that-
< 1) the generation, transportation, treat

ment, storage, and disposal of solid waste 
mixed with radioactive material poses po
tential hazards to public health, safety, and 
environment unless carefully planned and 
managed; 

(2) the Department of Energy's facilities 
are actual or potential producers of such 
solid waste mixed with radioactive material; 
and 

(3) the authority of the Environmental 
Protection Agency and authorized States to 
regulate the disposal of solid waste mixed 
with radioactive material at the Depart
ment of Energy's facilities should be clari
fied. 

PURPOSE 

SEc. 303. The purpose of this title is to 
clarify the intent of Congress that the gen
eration, transportation, treatment, storage, 
and disposal of solid waste mixed with ra
dioactive material at Department of Energy 
facilities, including facilities not licensed for 
the disposal of radioactive materials is sub
ject to the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
U.S.C. 6901 et seq.). 

CLARIFYING AMENDMENT TO DEFINITION OF 
SOLID WASTE 

SEc. 304. Section 1004(27> <42 U.S.C. 
6903(27)) of the Solid Waste Disposal Act is 
amended-

(!) by inserting " <A>" after "(27)"; 
(2) by striking out", or source, special nu

clear, or byproduct material as defined by 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(68 Stat. 923>": and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

" <B> The term 'solid waste' does not in
clude-

"(i) source, special nuclear, or byproduct 
materials as defined in section 11 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2014), 
unless such materials are a part of any mix
ture or combination, if the other constitu
ent part of such mixture or combination is a 
solid waste, within the meaning of subpara
graph <A>; or 
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"(ii) wastes at the time they are emplaced 

at a repository, as defined in section 2<18) of 
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 <42 
u.s.c. 10101(18)).". 

APPLICABILITY OF AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 305. This title and the amendments 
made thereby-

< 1) are clarifying in nature with respect to 
the purpose stated in section 303; and 

(2) shall not be construed as-
<A> altering the intent of Congress that 

the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as in effect 
prior to the amendments made by this title, 
applies to mixtures and combinations of 
solid wastes which contain radioactive mate
rial from the commercial nuclear industry; 
or 

(B) affecting, modifying, or amending the 
Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control 
Act of 1978. 

TITLE IV-RADIATION STUDY 
ADVISORY BOARD ACT OF 1987 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 401. This title may be cited as the 
"Radiation Study Advisory Board Act of 
1987". 

FINDINGS 

SEc. 402. The Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

( 1) After many years of study there 
remain unresolved questions about the 
health effects of radiation exposure from 
many sources, such as nuclear weapons 
manufacturing and testing, nuclear reac
tors, radioactive wastes, and the medical 
uses of nuclear materials. 

<2> The epidemiology of radiation-caused 
injury and disease, including cancer, birth 
defects, and genetic damage, must be fur
ther examined and better understood. 

(3) Public health authorities must be able 
to direct research efforts on the health ef
fects of radiation so that effective means of 
protecting the public against dangerous ex
posure to radiation can be developed and 
achieved. 

<4> The Secretary of Energy is primarily 
responsible for the production of nuclear 
materials and nuclear weapons. In addition, 
the Secretary is required to study the 
health impact of activities of the Depart
ment of Energy. These dual responsibilities 
have the potential to create public concern 
as to the integrity and value of the health 
studies conducted by the Secretary. 

ADVISORY BOARD 

SEc. 403. <a>O> To advise and assist the 
Secretary of Energy in conducting epidemi
ological studies of the effects of radiation 
under section 103 of the Energy Reorganiza
tion Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5813), and any 
other law, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall establish an advisory 
board known as the Radiation Research 
Review Board <hereafter referred to as the 
"Board" ). 

(2)(A) The Board shall consist of 8 mem
bers appointed by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, 1 member appointed 
by the Secretary of Energy, and 2 members 
appointed by the Secretary of Labor. The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall make appointments to the Board so 
that the membership of the Board includes 
individuals who are expert in epidemiologi
cal studies of the health effects of radiation, 
and public health officials who are con
cerned with such health effects. 

<B> The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall consult with the Director of 
the Centers of Disease Control, the Director 
of the National Cancer Institute, the Direc-

tor of the Center for Devices and Radiologi
cal Health, and others in formulating the 
membership of the Board. 

(b)(l) Prior to any authorization or ex
penditure of funds in an amount greater 
than $100,000 by the Secretary of Energy 
for epidemiological studies of the health ef
fects of radiation, the Secretary of Energy 
shall provide the Board with all requests for 
proposals concerning such studies. 

<2> The Board shall review the proposals 
provided under paragraph < 1 > and promptly 
make appropriate recommendations to the 
Secretary of Energy in writing if the Board 
believes the proposal should be modified or 
not funded. 

<3> The Secretary of Energy shall-
<A> implement the recommendations of 

the Board submitted pursuant to paragraph 
<2> prior to authorization or expenditure of 
any funds; or 

<B> inform the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services and the Congress of his in
tention not to implement the Board's rec
ommendation, specifying in detail the rea
sons for this decision. 

(4) The Board shall annually review the 
studies conducted pursuant to this title, and 
advise the Secretary of Energy as to the 
suggested scope and direction of future 
studies needed. 

<5> The Secretary of Energy, with the as
sistance of the Board, shall-

<A> insure that all studies undertaken 
under this title shall be subject to peer 
review; and 

(B) promulgate guidelines for the provi
sion of data from such studies to qualified 
researchers who are not associated with the 
Department of Energy in order to imple
ment subparagraph <A>. 

(c) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall provide such funds, facilities, 
and staff as are necessary for the Board. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

SHORT TITLE 

The opening section states the title of this 
bill as the "Nuclear Protections and Safety 
Act of 1987". 

TITLE I 

Section 101 states that this title may be 
cited as the "Department of Energy Nuclear 
Safety Board Oversight Act of 1987". 

Section 102 states the Congressional find
ings and purpose for the establishment of a 
Department of Energy Nuclear Safety 
Board ("Board" ) to review safety and events 
at Department of Energy (DOE) nuclear fa
cilities. The Board will be a new and entire
ly independent agency with no operational 
responsibilities for DOE nuclear facilities, 
and no statutory responsibility of any kind 
for the commercial nuclear industry. 

Section 103 amends Title II of the Energy 
Reorganization Act of 1974 by creating the 
Board, composed of three members appoint
ed by the President with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. The Board members are 
required to be experts in the field of nuclear 
safety, and will serve staggered terms of 
office to ensure continuity. The Board will 
have the power to hire staff and consult
ants. 

Subsection (g) sets forth the Board's two 
broad functions. First, the Board will annu
ally review and evaluate the implementa
tion of health and safety standards at DOE 
facilities, including recommending changes 
in the content and application of those 
standards. Second, the Board will investi
gate all "events", defined in subsection 
(g)(2)(c) including, but not limited to, oper-

ational failures at DOE facilities. An 
"event" includes accidents or any actions or 
failures to act which could cause failures at 
DOE facilities having a potentially adverse 
effect on public health and safety. 

The Board shall make recommendations 
to the Secretary of DOE. The Board's rec
ommendations and periodic reports shall be 
made available to the Congress, and when 
security limitations permit, to interested 
federal, state and local government agen
cies, and the public. 

Subsections (g)(6) and (h)(l) set forth the 
requirement that the Secretary of Energy 
respond to the Board's annual review of 
DOE facilities and implement each recom
mendation of the Board, unless the recom
mendation falls in either of two possible ex
ceptions. The first exception is that the 
Board's recommendation cannot be accom
plished because it is technically infeasible, 
and hence, impossible to implement. This 
requirement should be strictly construed. 
The second exception requires a specific, 
presidentially ordered exemption for any fa
cility, if the President determines it is in the 
paramount interest of the United States to 
grant such an exemption. The exemption is 
effective for a period of one year, but is re
newable upon issuance of a new presidential 
determination. While an initial exemption 
may be granted because of the cost of imple
menting the recommendation, no further 
exemptions will be allowed unless the Presi
dent shall have specifically requested the 
needed appropriation from the Congress. 

The Board will have the necessary powers 
to conduct hearings, including subpoena 
power to obtain witness testimony. Contu
macy of Board process will be enforced in 
the appropriate United States federal dis
trict courts. 

Subsection (j) sets for the definition of 
the term "nuclear facility" which includes 
DOE production and utilization facilities, 
and excludes naval reactors governed by Ex
ecutive Order 12344. Subsection (k) author
izes the sum of five million dollars 
<$5,000,000) annually for the Board's first 
six years of operation. 

Section 104(a) amends section 29 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, and provides for 
the Board to receive the assistance of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's <NRC> 
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 
<ACRS>. This section would empower ACRS 
to expand by as many as five additional 
members and related support staff. Subsec
tion (b) would amend Pub. L. 98-525 and 
permit, but not require, the Director of the 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program to pro
vide assistance to the Board from time to 
time. Section 105 would authorize a one
time comparison study of NRC regulations 
and DOE orders. 

TITLE II 

Title II would establish the applicability 
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970 <OSHA) and the National Institute 
for Occupational Safety and Health 
<NIOSH> to Department of Energy nuclear 
facilities. 

Section 201 states the Congressional find
ings and purpose for repealing the current 
exemption in section 4<b>O> of the Occupa
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 
<OSHA>. which effectively removed DOE 
nuclear facilities from OSHA coverage. 

Section 202 defines the nuclear facilities 
to be covered. Subsection <b><1><b> would 
specifically maintain all existing occupa
tional safety and health standards at DOE 
nuclear facilities until the Secretary of 
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Labor provides superseding standards. Sub
section (b)(2) requires the Secretary of 
Labor to consult with the Secretary of 
Energy and worker representatives prior to 
promulgating regulations to govern the cre
ation of standards and an effective enforce
ment mechanism for OSHA governance of 
DOE nuclear facilities. 

Section 203 would specifically amend sec
tion 22 of the OSHA Act and require the Di
rector of NIOSH to perform all his func
tions, as required, at DOE nuclear facilities. 

Section 204 provides for OSHA and 
NIOSH to receive the Secretary of Energy's 
assistance in carrying out their duties under 
ths title. OSHA and NIOSH will adopt safe
guards to prevent unauthorized release of 
information provided by the Secretary of 
Energy. 

TITLE III 

Title III would resolve the application of 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
<RCRA) 42 U.S.C. section 6901 et seq., to 
DOE facilities. Essentially, it clarifies Con
gress' intent that RCRA applies to a mix
ture or a combination of a hazardous waste 
regulated under RCRA and a radioactive 
material subject to the Atomic Energy Act 
<AEA>. 

Section 301 states that Title III may be 
cited as the "Mixed Hazardous Waste 
Amendment Act of 1987". For purposes of 
this title, "mixed hazardous waste" refers to 
a hazardous waste as defined under RCRA 
and associated regulations in a mixture or 
combination with a radioactive material 
subject to the Atomic Energy Act. 

In Section 302( 1) Congress recognizes the 
significant dangers to health, safety and the 
environment posed by the generation, trans
portation, treatment, storage and disposal 
of mixed wastes unless regulated under 
RCRA's "cradle-to-grave" management 
system. In section 102<2>, Congress finds 
that DOE's facilities governed under the 
Atomic Energy Act produce mixed wastes. 
In section 102(3), Congress finds that the 
authority of the Environmental Protection 
Agency <EPA> and states to regulate mixed 
wastes at DOE facilities needs to be clarified 
in view of the continuing controversy over 
the applicability of RCRA to such wastes. 
"Authorized states," as referred to in sec
tion 102, means states granted authority by 
EPA to carry out a federal RCRA program. 

Section 303 clarifies Congress' intent that 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act <SWDA>, 42 
U.S.C. section 3251 et seq., as amended by 
RCRA, applies to mixtures of solid wastes, 
as defined under RCRA, and radioactive ma
terials which are generated, transported, 
treated, stored or disposed of at Department 
of Energy facilities governed under the 
Atomic Energy Act, including facilities not 
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission or delegated states for the disposal 
of radioactive materials. 

Section 304 is the operative section of 
Title Ill. It clarifies that mixtures of solid 
wastes and certain radioactive materials as 
defined in the Atomic Energy Act are sub
ject to applicable requirements under the 
SWDA, as amended by RCRA. Specifically, 
section 304 amends the current definition of 
"solid waste" under section 1004(27) of 
RCRA <42 U.S.C. section 6903<27)). This 
definition is important because "hazardous 
waste", as defined under RCRA section 
1004(5), is a subset of "solid waste" as de
fined in section 1004<27). In other words, in 
order to be regulated under RCRA as a haz
ardous waste, a material must first meet the 
definition of "solid waste." 

Currently, the term "solid waste" under 
RCRA expressly excludes radioactive mate
rials governed under the Atomic Energy 
Act, i.e. "source, special nuclear and byprod
uct materials." [42 U.S.C. section 2014(e), 
(z), <aa)] Title III would retain this exclu
sion in section 1004<27> except where these 
radioactive materials are part of a mixture 
or combination, and the other constituent 
part of such mixture or combination is a 
"solid waste" as defined in RCRA section 
1004(27). If this mixture of combination, de
spite its radioactivity, meets RCRA's defini
tion of hazardous waste, it would be subject 
to RCRA hazardous waste regulation. 

Title III also clarifies that the term "solid 
waste" does not include nuclear wastes at 
the time they are transported to and em
placed in a repository, as that term is de
fined in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, 42 
U.S.C. section 10101<18> <NWPA). This pro
vision is intended to exclude from RCRA 
regulation the transport of nuclear waste 
and its emplacement in a geologic repository 
developed pursuant to the NWP A. More
over, if such wastes are disposed of in any 
place other than in a repository, developed 
pursuant to the NWP A, such wastes remain 
subject to RCRA. 

Section 305<a>O> and (2)(B) are self-ex
planatory. Section 305(a)(2)(A) provides 
that Title III shall not be construed as al
tering Congress' intent that the SWDA, as 
in effect prior to these amendments, applies 
to mixed wastes produced by the commer
cial nuclear industry. EPA and the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission have been working 
to develop a system for joint regulation of 
commercial mixed wastes under RCRA and 
the AEA. Title III should in no way alter 
the agencies' work to effectuate Congress' 
intent that RCRA apply to commercial 
mixed wastes. 

TITLE IV 

Section 401 states that this title may be 
cited as the "Radiation Study Advisory 
Committee Act of 1987". 

Section 402 states the Congressional find
ings and purpose for the establishment of a 
federal advisory committee, the Radiation 
Research Review Board ("Board"), under 
the leadership of the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to assist the Secretary 
of Energy in conducting epidemiological 
studies of the effects of radiation. This as
sistance is important because public health 
and occupational health specialists at other 
departments can assist the scope and qual
ity of government research funded by DOE. 

Section 403 provides for the creation of 
the Board. It shall consist of eight members 
appointed by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, who is required to appoint 
individuals who are expert in epidemiologi
cal studies of the health effects of radiation 
and public health officials who are con
cerned with such issues, and to consult par
ticular experts in his Department in this 
process; one member will be appointed by 
the Secretary of Energy and two members 
appointed by the Secretary of Labor. 

This section provides for the Board to 
review all formal agency requests for pro
posals for epidemiological studies funded by 
the Secretary of Energy. The Board will 
send recommendations for modification or 
deletion of proposed st udies to the Secre
tary, who will implement the recommenda
t ions of the Board or inform the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services and the Con
gress of his intention not to implement the 
Board's recommendation. 

Subsection (b)(4) requires the Board to 
annually review the studies conducted pur-

suant to this title, and advise the Secretary 
of Energy on the direction of future re
search. To improve the research conducted, 
subsection <b><5> provides for researchers 
not associated with DOE to review data, and 
for peer review of the research. It is antici
pated that the Board will not result in in
creased costs to the government, inasmuch 
as its work is not expected to be time con
suming, and suitable experts are already 
employed by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, Labor, Energy, and in 
other governmental departments. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1086. A bill to require the United 

States Trade Representative to initi
ate an investigation of unfair trade 
barriers maintained by Japan against 
United States construction services; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

TRADE BARRIERS AGAINST U.S. CONSTRUCTION 
SERVICES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation re
garding the ability of United States 
firms to participate in the Japanese 
construction market. I urge the Senate 
Finance Committee to include this 
measure as an amendment to the 
trade bill under consideration. This 
measure is identical to a provision in
cluded in the House trade bill through 
the good efforts of Representatives 
RITTER and LENT of the House Energy 
and Commerce Committee. 

My bill will require the United 
States Trade Representative to inves
tigate whether or not Japan is allow
ing United States architectural and 
engineering firms to participate in 
Japanese construction projects. 

This is in response to the difficulties 
we have encountered in our efforts to 
convince the Japanese Government 
that United States firms should be al
lowed to participate in the construc
tion of the Kansai International Air
port. 

Mr. President, it is not my intention 
to engage in antagonizing Japan. We 
have two distinct and important rela
tionships with Japan. Japan is a cru
cial and strong ally of the United 
States in the Pacific rim, and our posi
tive and politically strategic relation
ship must remain as strong as possible. 
On the other hand, Japan and the 
United States compete in trade and 
commerce. This, too, is an important 
and vital relationship which should 
benefit both trading partners. Yet, our 
trade relations have developed serious 
conflicts relating to lack of market 
access to goods and services produced 
in the United States. 

These conflicts are boldly illustrated 
by Kansai International Airport. I am 
extremely concerned over the lack of 
measurable progress to resolve this 
issue. 

A year ago, Ambassador Mansfield 
went to Osaka. In meetings with the 
Japanese Government and industry, 
his message was the same, "The 
United States wants open bid and 
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tender on Kansai Airport and other 
major projects in Japan." 

In the past 12 months, we have 
made every effort to negotiate with 
the Japanese on this matter. In 1986, 
over 30 meetings between United 
States and Japanese officials took 
place. This does not even skim the sur
face of industry's efforts. 

This issue recently was raised at the 
United States-Japan subcabinet meet
ing in Tokyo in March. After the 
meeting Ambassador Yeutter indicat
ed to me that again, no progress had 
been made. 

The Kansai International Airport 
Co., has awarded over a billion dollars 
in contracts to Japanese firms. To my 
knowledge, only three U.S. firms have 
received contracts, and the New York 
Port Authority may be given a small 
airport management contract. Yet 
combined, these contracts total ap
proximately $2 million of an $8 billion 
project. 

Mr. President, we have essentially 
been stonewalled on Kansai, and we 
must remember that this $8 billion 
project is the tip of a $60 billion ice
berg of future Japanese public works 
projects. 

In contrast, Japanese firms are 
doing well in the open United States 
construction market. In 1981, their 
U.S. business was less than $50 mil
lion. In 1985, it was almost $2 billion 
and we expect 1986 figures to be 
nearly $4 billion. It is important to re
member that the Japanese are partici
pating in public works projects in the 
United States. The Japanese construc
tion firm Ohbayashi is participating in 
$26.3 million of the Los Angeles 
subway tunnel, $63 million of the Fed
eral Dam in Oregon, another $50 mil
lion for a tunnel in Arizona and $30 
million of a hydroelectric facility in 
Kentucky. 

Yet, American firms have been 
locked out of the market in Japan for 
the past 20 years. 

As I have mentioned to my col
leagues before, the Kansai project is 
an enormous undertaking. It will be an 
engineering wonder. And, it is a 
project in which U.S. firms have ex
pertise and competitive ability to par
ticipate if given a fair chance. 

U.S. firms have expressed strong in
terest in participating in Kansai. How
ever, they face formidable barriers. 

Last March, United States and Japa
nese subcabinet-level officials met to 
discuss foreign participation in 
Kansai. Immediately thereafter, the 
chairman of the leading construction 
industry trade association held a news 
conference on the matter. His words 
appeared the next day in all the major 
newspapers in Japan. "Foreigners 
need not apply." His successor held his 
own news conference in May to repeat 
the message. The day after my sub
committee hearings in June 1986, the 
head of the leading Kansai business 

organization held a similar new con
ference to declare the Kansai projects 
off limits to foreign firms. 

Certain United States observers and 
Japanese industry experts have de
scribed a Japanese business practice 
referred to as "Dango" or mutual con
sultation. There have been allegations 
that the "Dango" system, understood 
as a system of closed meetings among 
major construction companies and 
their affiliated suppliers could lead to 
anticompetitive behavior, specifically, 
the rotation of winning bids among in
siders in the system. Japanese con
struction companies enforce this 
system through boycotts and threat
ened boycotts of customers. 

Prime contractors tell the subcon
tractors who regularly work for them 
not to work for foreign firms. One 
American firm actually has a construc
tion license in Japan but the subcon
tractor boycott is so effective he can't 
even build his own buildings. All he 
has been able to build are two Mrs. 
Fields cookie shops. 

Bear in mind that the individual 
who said, "Foreigners need not apply," 
won a contract worth almost $2 billion 
in rehabilitation work in Manhattan 
in a joint venture with Zeckendorf. In 
fact, all the major players active in 
keeping American firms out of Kansai 
have expanding and profitable busi
ness interests in the United States. 

This situation requires strong con
gressional action. Kansai is symbolic 
of the entire market access problem in 
Japan. While other market access 
issues, like supercomputers, are very 
complex, it is easy for the average citi
zen to understand a score of 2 billion 
to nothing. They know U.S. firms can 
build airports. Kansai has come to 
mean, "Closed to American participa
tion." 

Mr. President, Congress needs to 
direct the administration to conduct 
an unfair trade investigation on 
Kansai. I am concerned that some offi
cials in the administration may be re
luctant to self-initiate section 301 ac
tions against Japan. But, if our Gov
ernment does not take action now on 
Kansai, we can expect no action from 
Japan to open Kansai. If we lack re
solve on this $8 billion project, will we 
ever find the resolve to demand 
market access on other Japanese 
projects? 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. We simply have to take 
action now to insure that Japan opens 
market opportunities to United States 
firms. 

Mr. President, in introducing this 
legislation, I reflect specifically on the 
ability of United States firms to par
ticipate in the Japanese construction 
market, a matter which I know the 
majority leader has addressed of late. 
I believe he has mentioned the issue of 
Kansai as it relates to the ability of 
the United States to participate in the 

Japanese construction market, recog
nizing that Japan is currently doing 
about 1.8 billion dollars' worth of con
struction in the United States. 

As the majority leader is aware, we 
have done zero last year in Japan and 
zero the year before last. It is pretty 
hard to find anything we have done 
except two store fronts for Mrs. Field's 
Cookies in Tokyo. 

I appreciate the interest that the 
majority leader has shown in Kansai. 

It is my understanding that this 
matter has been moved in the House 
from the committee level to the floor. 

I thank the majority leader, who has 
been patient in listening to my re
marks. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
Mr. MURKOWSKI for his timely re
marks, and especially I appreciate 
what he has said about our problems 
in getting construction work in Japan. 
I look forward to our continuing to 
work together in such matters. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1086 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
United States Trade Representative shall 
immediately initiate an investigation under 
section 302 of the Trade Act of 1974 regard
ing those acts, policies, and practices of the 
Government of Japan, and of entities which 
are owned, financed, or otherwise controlled 
by the Government of Japan, that are bar
riers in Japan to the offering or perform
ance by United States persons of architec
tural, engineering, construction, and con
sulting services in Japan. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1087. A bill to eliminate unfair, re

strictive, and discriminatory foreign 
practices in the marine transportation 
of automobile imports into the United 
States; to the Committee on Finance. 

FOREIGN TRADE PRACTICES IN THE MARINE 
TRANSPORTATION OF AUTOMOBILE IMPORTS 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
expand market opportunities for U.S. 
shipping firms and merchant seamen 
to provide transportation services to 
trading partners who sell automobiles 
in our market. 

This legislation calls on the Presi
dent to negotiate trade agreements to 
eliminate unfair and discriminatory 
trade practices which inhibit U.S. 
firms from providing shipping services 
for foreign-made automobiles into the 
United States. 

It might be of interest to the Presi
dent to recognize that as a conse
quence of this effort, last year there 
were four ships built in Japan, and 
those ships are now crewed by Ameri
can seamen, for the purpose of bring
ing to our friends the Japanese, the 
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recognition that since we were buying 
the cars, it was only appropriate that 
we participate in the transit of those 
cars from Japan. 

As a consequence of this and other 
efforts, we are now increasing jobs in 
the maritime industry, by simply 
asking for a fair share. 

Last year, I introduced similar legis
lation calling upon the President to 
negotiate auto carrier agreements with 
Japan. At that time, not one U.S. firm 
had been successful in negotiating an 
agreement to carry autos to the 
United States on U.S.-owned vessels. 
As a result of the introduction of that 
legislation, and the continued efforts 
of United States industry, four agree
ments have been signed between 
United States firms and Japanese 
automakers, including Toyota, Honda, 
and Nissan. These U.S. firms will 
begin providing auto carrier services 
later this year, creating some 120 new 
jobs and opportunities for U.S. 
seamen. 

As demonstrated by these agree
ments, U.S. firms have the ability to 
compete in the services trade, if given 
the fair opportunity to do so. I believe 
they deserve the full support of our 
Government in obtaining such oppor
tunities. Therefore, the legislation I 
am introducing today will call upon 
the President to negotiate for auto 
carrier opportunities with trading 
partners which import more than 
50,000 autos to the United States an
nually. 

As my colleagues are aware, Japan is 
not the only trading partner selling 
automobiles to our consumers. Korean 
firms are now entering the market in 
force, and eastern Europeans are pene
trating the United States market as 
well. While the Japanese have negoti
ated four automobile carrier agree
ments with United States firms, we 
need to make other countries aware 
that the United States is competitive 
in providing transportation services 
for automobiles. 

This legislation does not establish 
quotas, nor does it require retaliation. 
However, it will require negotiations 
with our trading partners to insure 
that U.S. firms will have competitive 
opportunities in services trade. 

Mr. President, I will urge the Senate 
Finance Committee to include this 
measure as a provision of the trade 
legislation it will soon mark-up. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1087 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
St:CTION I. t'INI>IN(iS. 

The Congress finds that-

< 1) millions of automobiles manufactured 
in foreign countries are imported into the 
United States each year, and those imports 
contribute substantially to the deficits of 
the United States in the balance of trade 
and the balance of payments; 

(2) unfair, restrictive, and discriminatory 
practices of exporting countries and com
mercial interests of those countries engaged 
in the marine transportation of foreign 
automobiles to the United States have prac
tically precluded United States flag vessels 
owned and operated by citizens of the 
United States and manned by United States 
seamen from participating in such transpor
tation, with further adverse effects of the 
balance of trade and balance of payments of 
the United States; and 

(3) United States flag vessels carrying 
automobiles are competitive with foreign 
flag vessels, and it has recently been demon
strated in a few instances at least that, 
when such unfair, restrictive, and discrimi
natory practices are removed or suspended, 
agreements can readily be negotiated with 
foreign automobile manufacturers and ex
porters for the ocean transportation of the 
automobiles they import into the United 
States in United States flag vessels owned 
and operated by citizens of the United 
States and manned by United States 
seamen. 
SEC. 2. UNFAIR, RESTRICTIVE, AND DISCRIMINATO

RY PRACTICES IN THE MARINE 
TRANSPORTATION OF AUTOMOBILE 
IMPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The President shall take 
all appropriate and feasible actions within 
the power of the Presidency, including the 
full exercise of all rights of the United 
States under international treaties, to nego
tiate trade agreements with each foreign 
country from which at least 50,000 automo
biles are imported into the United States 
per year that-

(1) will eliminate unfair, restrictive, and 
discriminatory practices in the marine 
transportation of automobiles, and 

(2) establish arrangements and procedures 
under which a fair and reasonable portion 
of all automobiles are hereafter transported 
to the United States by vessels owned and 
operated by United States citizens and 
manned by United States seamen. 

<b> REPORT.-The President shall, by no 
later than the date that is 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and semi
annually thereafter, report to the Congress 
on the progress of all negotiations conduct
ed by reason of subsection (a). 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 1088. A bill to provide the Federal 

Trade Commission with authority to 
regulate the advertising of commercial 
airlines, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

AIRLINE CONSUMER PROTECTION POWERS 
TRANSFER ACT 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation de
signed to protect American air travel
ers from unfair, deceptive or anticom
petitive trade practices by airlines. 

Currently, the Department of Trans
portation has jurisdiction over unfair, 
deceptive, or anticompetitive practices 
within the airline industry. This au
thority was transferred to the Depart
ment of Transportation when the Civil 
Aeronautics Board was sunset in 1984. 

My bill would transfer this authority 
from the Department of Transporta
tion to the Federal Trade Commission, 
where it rightly belongs. 

It would also direct the FTC to issue 
regulations to prevent deceptive adver
tising by airlines. Those regulations 
would require airlines to disclose limi
tations of seats available at advertised 
fares, the policy of the carrier with re
spect to cancellation and refunds, and 
to disclose the ontime performance of 
advertised flights. The bill would also 
direct the FTC to issue rules to pre
vent airlines from changing the condi
tions of frequent flier programs with
out fair notice. 

Mr. President, deregulation has, in 
many respects, been a success. Air 
travel became an affordable means of 
travel for millions of Americans. Busi
ness commutation by air became not 
only possible, but practical. 

I came to the Senate from the pri
vate sector. I strongly believe in the 
role of the free market. That's what 
deregulation was all about. But the 
market isn't perfect. It needs to be po
liced. But it hasn't been. And airlines 
are taking advantage of the public. 

One enemy of competition is lack of 
information, or inaccurate informa
tion in the form of deceptive advertis
ing or scheduling. Competition can 
also be foiled by mergers and other 
anticompetitive practices. Unfortu
nately, we find all of those in today's 
airline industry. 

Many of the problems encountered 
with the airline industry today result 
from an abrogation of responsibility 
by this administration, and the fact 
that airlines are exploiting that fail
ure of the administration. 

The Department of Transportation's 
duties have included oversight of anti
trust and consumer protection. Mr. 
President, this should not be the case. 
The DOT should not be in the busi
ness of deciding complex antitrust 
matters. Nor should it be responsible 
for protecting the American consumer. 
It has enough to do overseeing safety 
and efficiency, and to maintain an 
aviation system with the capacity to 
meet public demand. 

Yesterday, I questioned FTC Chair
man Oliver about airline jurisdiction 
when he appeared before the Appro
priations Committee. Although not en
dorsing such a transfer of responsibil
ity, he stated very clearly that it 
would be consistent with the mission 
of the FTC. And that the pool of re
sources available at the FTC would 
make the job feasible. 

I hope the Senate will look seriously 
at this legislation. I hope the Senate 
will look at what's happening to the 
average air passenger in this country, 
and decide that something's wrong. 
That something has to be done. 

Airline advertising is just one of the 
problems facing the traveler today. By 
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looking at most ads, it's difficult, if not 
impossible, to get the real bottom line: 
Will I be able to get a seat on the 
flight I want, at the price advertised? 
Or am I just being set up for the old 
bait and switch? In many cases, it's 
not even in the fine print. 

The consumer has a right to infor
mation. To know how many seats are 
really available the advertised low 
fare; what the cancellation and refund 
policy of an airline is; how far in ad
vance tickets must be bought; when 
you can travel, and if luggage will 
arrive with passengers. 

On-time performance has also 
become a major problem. Planes ad
vertised to depart at 8 a.m. often don't 
get off the ground until after 9. I in
troduced separate legislation to ad
dress this problem, S. 757. The bill I 
am introducing today would require 
the FTC to make sure consumers 
know who's sticking to their schedules, 
and who's not. It would help make the 
airlines truly competitive. 

Last weekend, the New York Times 
reported that consumers are up in 
arms about arbitrary changes in fre
quent flier programs. The rules are 
being changed in the middle of the 
game. That's not right. These were in
centive programs designed to induce 
passengers to use a specific airline. 
Now they're changing the terms of 
their bargains. But no one is doing 
anything about it. The FTC is the 
agency that can best oversee airline 
advertising and treatment of consum
ers. The flying public deserves no less. 

My bill would require the FTC to 
take a look at airline practices. It 
would direct the agency to prevent de
ceptive advertising by airlines. Con
sumers would know what they're 
really getting; what fare they'd really 
be paying; and what the chances of 
getting to their destination on time 
are. It would also protect the rights of 
frequent fliers, and keep airlines from 
unfairly changing the rules in the 
middle of the game. 

The FTC is a watchdog. That's what 
the airline industry needs right now. 
It's what the airline consumer needs 
right now. It's what the airline con
sumer needs. The airlines need to 
know that there's somebody looking 
over their shoulder, and watching out 
for the consumer. This bill would pro
vide that service for the consumer. I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1088 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Airline Consumer 
Protection Powers Transfer Act of 1987". 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION POWERS 
SEc. 2. Section 5(a)(2) of the Federal 

Trade Commission Act 05 U.S.C. 45(a)(2)) 
is amended by striking out "air carriers and 
foreign air carriers subject to the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958,", and inserting in lieu 
thereof "carriers,". 

FREQUENT FLIER PROTECTION 
SEc. 3. Section 5<a> of the Federal Trade 

Commission Act 05 U.S.C. 45(a)) is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"(4) It shall be an unfair method or com
petition in or affecting commerce, or an 
unfair or deceptive act or practice in or af
fecting commerce, within the meaning of 
this section, for an air carrier or a foreign 
air carrier-

"(A) to change the rules of a frequent 
flier program to the general detriment of 
the participants in such program without 
reasonable advance notice; 

"(B) to prevent a participant in a frequent 
flier program from utilizing, during a rea
sonable period of time after a change in the 
rules of such program has become effective, 
credits accumulated by the participant 
under the rules as in effect before such 
change.". 

COMMERCIAL AIR CARRIER ADVERTISING 
SEc. 4. <a> Section 5 of the Federal Trade 

Commission Act 05 U.S.C. 45) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"(n) The Federal Trade Commission shall 
prescribe rules to prevent deceptive adver
tising by air carriers and foreign air carriers. 
Such rules shall require such carriers to-

"0) disclose limitations, if any, on the 
availability of seats at advertised fares; 

"(2) disclose the policy of the carrier with 
respect to the nonrefundability, if any, of 
unused tickets; and 

"(3) disclose the on-time performance 
record of the carrier with respect to any 
flights for which scheduled times of depar
ture or arrival of flights are included in the 
advertisement.". 
REPEAL OF CERTAIN AUTHORITY OF THE DEPART

MENT OF TRANSPORTATION RELATING TO AIR 
CARRIERS 
SEc. 5. Section 411 of the Federal Aviation 

Act of 1958 <49 U.S.C. 1381) is repealed. 
REGULATIONS 

SEc. 6. The Federal Trade Commission 
shall, within 180 days after the date of en
actment of this Act-

< 1) issue regulations to implement section 
5(a)(4) of the Federal Trade Commission 
Act, as added by section 5 of this Act; and 

(2) issue regulations required by section 
5(n) of the Federal Trade Commission Act, 
as added by section 6 of this Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 7. This Act and the amendments 

made by this Act shall become effective on 
the date of enactment of this Act.e 

By Mr. CRANSTON (by re
quest): 

S. 1089. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the 
State Veterans' Home Grant Program; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

STATE HOME AMENDMENTS ACT 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, I have today introduced, 
by request, S. 1089, the proposed 

"State Home Amendments Act of 
1987." The Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs submitted this legislation by 
letter dated April 2, 1987, to the Presi
dent of the Senate. 

My introduction of this measure is 
in keeping with the policy which I 
have adopted of generally introduc
ing-so that there will be specific bills 
to which my colleagues and others 
may direct their attention and com
ments-all administration-proposed 
draft legislation referred to the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee. Thus, I re
serve the right to support or oppose 
the provisions of, as well as any 
amendment to, this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be print
ed in the RECORD at this point, togeth
er with the April 2, 1987, transmittal 
letter and enclosed analysis of the pro
posed bill. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1089 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "State Home 
Amendments Act of 1987". 

SEc. 2. <a> Section 5035(b)(4) of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: "Notwithstanding 
any other law, if the Administrator deter
mines that a State has submitted drawings 
and specifications for a project which are at 
least 80 percent complete and that the ap
plication which describes the project will 
meet all the remaining requirements within 
six months, the Administrator may award a 
grant for the project and record as an obli
gation of the United States Government the 
amount of the grant requested or a lesser 
amount which the Administrator deems ap
propriate but may not certify the amount 
for payment until the Administrator deter
mines that all requirements of this section 
are met. The Administrator shall rescind 
award of the grant and deobligate the funds 
if all requirements of this section are not 
met within six months of the date of such 
award. Notwithstanding the order of the 
projects on the applicable list, the Adminis
trator may increase by up to 10 percent the 
amount of a grant which the Administrator 
has awarded when: 

"(A) the grant was awarded prior to the 
agreement by the State to a contract for the 
construction or acquisition of the project 
and 

"(B) the terms of the contract agreed to 
by the State for construction or acquisition 
of the project results in an increase in the 
estimated cost of the project. 
"The amount of a grant as increased may 
not exceed 65 percent of the estimated cost 
of the project.". 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall take effect on October 1, 1987. 

SEc. 3. Except for a project described in an 
application which the Administrator de
ferred prior to July 1, 1987, the Administra
tor between June 30, 1987, and October 1, 
1987, may award a grant for a project for 
construction or acquisition of State home 
facilities if prior to July 1, 1987, the Admin
istrator notified the State submitting the 
application for the grant of the availability 



9440 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 23, 1987 
of funding for the grant and if the Adminis
trator finds that-

<a> there are sufficient funds available to 
make the grant requested with respect to 
such project; 

(b) such grant does not exceed 65 percent 
of the estimated cost of construction <or of 
the estimated cost of facility acquisition and 
construction) of such project; 

(c) the application contains such reasona
ble assurances under of section 5035(a) of 
title 38, United States Code, as the Adminis
trator may determine to be necessary; 

<d> the plans and specifications for such 
project are in accord with regulations pre
scribed pursuant to section 5034(2) of title 
38, United States Code; and 

(e) the carrying out of such project to
gether with other projects under construc
tion and other facilities will not result in 
more than the number of beds prescribed by 
the Administrator pursuant to section 
5034<1> of title 38, United States Code, for 
the State in which such project is located 
being available for furnishing nursing home 
care to veterans in such State. 

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION, OFFICE 
OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETER
ANS AFFAIRS, 

Washington DC, April2, 1987. 
Hon. GEORGE BusH, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is transmitted 
herewith a draft bill "To amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the State 
Veterans' Home Grant Program." We re
quest that it be referred to the appropriate 
committee for prompt consideration and en
actment. 

With the enactment of Public Law 99-576, 
Congress substantially revised provisions of 
law governing the award of grants under 
the State veterans home program. In a far
reaching change, Congress eliminated provi
sions requiring grants to be awarded in 
order of the date on which applications for 
those grants were received. Section 224 of 
Public Law 99-576 calls instead for VA, ef
fective July 1, 1987, to award grants accord
ing to a prioritized list of grant projects es
tablished as of July 1 of each year. The law 
generally establishes the priorities to be ap
plied. Although the VA is proceeding with 
implementation of these changes, we believe 
additional changes are needed to perfect 
those amendments. We recommend these 
changes both to avoid inequities in awarding 
grants which may arise where States have 
relied in existing practice and to increase 
the effectiveness of the program's oper
ation. 

Effective July 1, 1987, section 224 of 
Public Law 99-576 replaces the current 
State home grant award procedures with 
procedures requiring prioritization of grant 
projects. By eliminating provisions of law 
under which VA currently approves applica
tions, the law effectively prohibits VA from 
using those procedures after June 30, 1987. 
And although VA has many applications 
currently on file, the new law includes nei
ther a "grandfather clause" for applications 
which have been pending for some time but 
not approved before July 1, 1987, nor inter
im procedures for approving such applica
tions. The law does call for VA to award 
grants in the order of their priority <as es
tablished on a July 1 priority list> during 
the fiscal year beginning on October 1 of 
the calendar year in which the list was 
made. Accordingly, the new law provides no 
authority at all for awarding grants during 

the period from July 1, to October 1, 1987. A 
number of States with long-pending applica
tions have been advised this fiscal year of 
the availability of funding for their 
projects, and have incurred substantial costs 
in reliance on such notice. Most of these 
States cannot complete in full by July 1, 
1987, the many statutory requirements for 
final approval. Some of these States could 
conceivably lack sufficient priority under 
the new scheme to ever be funded in the 
foreseeable future. There is no indication 
that Congress anticipated this problem. 

Our draft bill, accordingly, would estab
lish an interim mechanism to resolve these 
problems. The mechanism would permit the 
Administrator to award a grant between 
June 30, 1987, and October 1, 1987, if the 
Administrator had previously notified the 
State submitting the grant application of 
the availability of Federal funds for the 
grant. Of course, the application would also 
have to meet all the statutory and regula
tory requirements for approval of a grant. 

The draft bill contains a second amend
ment designed to avoid similar inequities 
that may arise in awarding grants under the 
new provisions. Under these provisions, 
States must meet all the requirements of 
law and VA regulations before the Adminis
trator may award a State home grant. 
These requirements include completion of 
all plans and specifications and obtaining 
bid tabulations from prospective contrac
tors. Meeting all the statutory and regula
tory requirements is expensive and may 
amount to as much as 5-10% of the amount 
of the grant requested. As a result, States 
do not normally start to meet the more ex
pensive requirements until the VA notifies 
them early in a fiscal year that Federal 
funds are available for the projects. From 
this point, however, it often takes over a 
year for the requirements to be met. Be
cause VA currently may only obligate funds 
for a grant when the State meets all re
quirements and the application is approved 
by the Administrator, funds are often not 
obligated until the next fiscal year. This re
sults in a significant unobligated balance at 
the end of the year. Because of the time re
quired by a State to meet all the statutory 
requirements for these grants, VA may be 
unable to approve a grant in the next fiscal 
year under the new priority system even 
though a State had been notified that funds 
were available the previous fiscal year and 
had incurred significant costs in reliance on 
that notice. This new system requires the 
Administrator to award grants to projects 
during any fiscal year in the order of the 
projects' priority on the list established the 
previous July 1. There is no guarantee, how
ever, that a project, which is high enough 
on a July 1 priority list so that Federal 
funds are available in one fiscal year, will be 
high enough on next fiscal year's July 1 pri
ority list to be awarded a grant that fiscal 
year. The draft bill would establish a mech
anism to avoid such a dilemma. 

This amendment would permit the Ad
ministrator to approve and obligate funds 
for a State home grant for a project which 
is high enough on a priority list to be noti
fied of the availability of Federal funds even 
though the State has not met all require
ments for a grant. This would decrease the 
unobligated balance of State home grant 
funds that would be carried into the next 
fiscal year. In addition, it would give States 
sufficient time to meet all the requirements 
for State home grants if their proposed 
projects are high enough on the priority list 
to be notified that Federal funds are avail-

able for them. To receive this "conditional" 
approval, however, the Administrator would 
have to determine that the drawings and 
specifications submitted for the project are 
80 percent complete and that the State's 
grant application for the project will meet 
all the remaining requirements within six 
months. In addition, the funds would not be 
released to the State until all the grant re
quirements are met. Moreover, if the State 
does not meet these requirements within six 
months, the VA would rescind the grant and 
deobligate the funds. These deobligated 
funds could then be used for other grants in 
accordance with the priority list. If a State's 
estimated costs of its project increases 
during this period due to a higher than ex
pected acquisition or construction contract 
price the VA could increase the original 
grant award by up to 10 percent. We antici
pate that enactment of this provision would 
decrease States' uncertainty regarding V A's 
award of State home grants. 

While enactment of this bill would signifi
cantly improve the effective, equitable oper
ation of a program which helps VA meet 
the extended care needs of aging veterans, it 
would impose no new costs. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this draft bill to the Congress 
from the standpoint of the Administration's 
program. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS K. TURNAGE, 

Administrator. 

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED BILL 
Section 1 of the draft bill states the bill's 

title: "State Home Amendments Act of 
1987." 

Section 2(a) would amend 38 U.S.C. 
§ 5035(b)(4) to permit the Administrator to 
award and obligate funds for a State home 
grant on a conditional basis if the Adminis
trator determines that the State has sub
mitted drawings and specifications which 
are 80 percent complete and that the State's 
project will meet the statutory and regula
tory requirements for a grant award within 
six months. Grant funds could not be re
leased to the State awarded the grant, how
ever, until the State meets all the statutory 
and regulatory requirements. If the State 
did not meet these requirements within six 
months of the date of conditional award, 
the grant award would be rescinded and the 
funds deobligated. The State's application 
would, however, be given a new priority. If a 
State's estimated cost of its project in
creases during this six month period due to 
a higher than expected acquisition or con
struction contract price, the VA could in
crease the original grant award by up to 10 
percent. The V A's participation in the 
project could still not exceed 65 percent of 
the project's total estimated cost, including 
equipment. Enactment of this provision 
would not result in any additional costs to 
the Government. 

Section 2(b) would provide that the Ad
ministrator's authority to award grants on a 
conditional basis provided for in section 2<a> 
of this bill would be effective October 1, 
1987. 

Section 3 of the draft bill would authorize 
the Administrator to award a grant for a 
State home project between June 30, 1987, 
and October 1, 1987, if the State submitting 
the application for the project was notified 
prior to July 1, 1987, of the availability of 
funding for the grant. The application 
would also have to meet all statutory and 
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regulatory requirements for a State home 
grant. Enactment of this provision would 
not result in any additional cost to the Gov
ernment. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (by re
quest): 

S. 1090. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to provide author
ity for higher monthly installments 
payable to certain insurance annu
itants, and to exempt premiums paid 
under servicemen's and veterans' 
group life insurance from State tax
ation; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION INSURANCE 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 
Chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, I have today introduced, 
by request, S. 1090, the proposed Vet
erans' Administration Insurance 
Amendments of 1987. The Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs submitted this 
legislation by letter dated March 31, 
1987, to the President of the Senate. 

My introduction of this measure is 
in keeping with the policy which I 
have adopted of generally introduc
ing-so that there will be specific bills 
to which my colleagues and others 
may direct their attention and com
ments-all administration proposed 
draft legislation referred to the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee. Thus, I re
serve the right to support or oppose 
the provisions of, as well as any 
amendment to, this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be print
ed in the RECORD at this point, togeth
er with the March 31, 1987, transmit
tal letter. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1090 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
This Act may be cited as the "Veterans Ad
ministration Insurance Amendments of 
1987". 

<b> Except as otherwise expressly provid
ed, whenever in this Act an amendment or 
repeal is expressed in terms of an amend
ment to, or repeal of, a section or other pro
vision, the reference shall be considered to 
be made to a section or other provision of 
title 38, United States Code. 

AUTHORITY FOR ANNUITY ADJUSTMENTS 

SEc. 101. (a) Subchapter 1 of chapter 19 of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 
"§ 727. Authority for higher monthly installments 

payable to certain annuitants 
"(a) Notwithstanding sections 702, 723, 

and 725 of this title, the Administrator may 
from time to time adjust the dollar amount 
of the monthly installments payable to a 
beneficiary of National Service Life Insur
ance, Veterans Special Life Insurance, or 
Veterans Reopened Insurance who is receiv
ing such proceeds under a life annuity set
tlement option. The Administrator may 
make such adjustments only in accordance 

with a determination that the adjustments 
are administratively and actuarially sound 
for the program of insurance concerned. 

"(b) The Administrator shall determine 
the amount in the trust funds in the Treas
ury held for payment of proceeds to Nation
al Service Life Insurance, Veterans Special 
Life Insurance, and Veterans Reopened In
surance beneficiaries attributable to interest 
and mortality gains on the reserves held for 
annuity accounts. Such amount shall be 
available for distribution to the life annu
itants referred to in subsection <a> as a fixed 
percentage of, and in addition to, the 
monthly installment amount to which the 
annuitants are entitled under this subchap
ter. For the purposes of this section, gains 
on the re~rves are defined as funds attrib
utable solely to annuity accounts that are in 
excess of actuarial liabilities. 

"(c) The monthly annuity amounts au
thorized in sections 702, 723, and 725 of this 
title shall remain the minimum rates pay
able.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 19 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 726 the follow
ing new item: 
"§ 727. Authority for higher monthly in

stallments payable to certain 
annuitants.". 

Section 102. <a> Subchapter II of chapter 
19 of title 38, United States Code, is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new section: 
"§ 762. Authority for higher monthly installments 

payable to certain annuitants 
"<a> Notwithstanding section 744 of this 

title, the Administrator may from time to 
time adjust the dollar amount of the 
monthly installments payable to a benefici
ary of United States Government Life In
surance who is receiving such proceeds 
under a life annuity settlement option. The 
Administrator may make such adjustments 
only in accordance with a determination 
that the adjustments are administratively 
and actuarially sound. 

"(b) The Administrator shall determine 
the amount in the trust fund in the Treas
ury held for payment of proceeds to United 
States Government Life Insurance benefici
aries attributable to interest and mortality 
gains on the reserves held for annuity ac
counts. Such amount shall be available for 
distribution to the life annuitants referred 
to in subsection <a> as a fixed percentage of, 
and in addition to, the monthly installment 
amount to which the annuitants are enti
tled under this subchapter. For the pur
poses of this section, gains on the reserves 
are defined as funds attributable solely to 
annuity accounts that are in excess of actu
arial liabilities. 

"(c) In no event shall calculations of the 
monthly installment amount be less than 
that authorized in section 744 of this title.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 19 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 761 the follow
ing new item: 
"§ 762. Authority for higher monthly in

stallments payable to certain 
annuitants.". 

EXEMPTIONS FROM STATE TAXATION 

Section 201. Section 769 of title 38, United 
States Code, relating to Servicemen's and 
Veterans' Group Life Insurance, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"(g)(l) No tax, fee, or other monetary pay
ment may be imposed or collected by any 

State, the District of Columbia, or the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or by any politi
cal subdivision or other governmental au
thority thereof, on, or with respect to, any 
premium paid under an insurance policy 
purchased under this subchapter. 

"(2) Paragraph <1> of this subsection shall 
not be construed to exempt any company is
suing a policy of insurance under this chap
ter from the imposition, payment, or collec
tion of a tax, fee, or other monetary pay
ment on the net income or profit accruing 
to or realized by that company from busi
ness conducted under this chapter, if that 
tax, fee, or payment is applicable to a broad 
range of business activity." 

VETERANS' MORTGAGE LIFE INSURANCE 

Section 301. Section 806 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 806. Veterans' Mortgage Life Insurance 

"<a> The United States shall automatically 
insure any eligible veteran who is or has 
been granted assistance in securing a suita
ble housing unit under this chapter against 
the death of the veteran, unless the veteran 
elects in writing not to be insured under this 
section or fails to timely respond to a re
quest from the Administrator for informa
tion on which his premium can be based. 

"(b) The initial amount of insurance pro
vided hereunder shall not exceed the lesser 
of $40,000 or the amount of the loan out
standing on such housing unit. The amount 
of such insurance shall be reduced accord
ing to the amortization schedule of the loan 
and at no time shall exceed the amount of 
the outstanding loan with interest. If there 
is no outstanding loan on the housing unit, 
no insurance shall be payable hereunder. If 
any eligible veteran elects not to be insured 
under this section, he may thereafter be in
sured hereunder only upon application, pay
ment of required premiums, and compliance 
with such health requirements and other 
terms and conditions as may be prescribed 
by the Administrator. 

"(c) The premium rates charged a veteran 
for insurance under this section shall be 
paid at such time and in such manner as the 
Administrator shall prescribe and shall be 
based on such mortality data as the Admin
istrator deems appropriate to cover only the 
mortality cost of insuring standard lives. 
The Administrator is authorized and direct
ed to deduct the premiums charged veterans 
for life insurance under this section from 
any compensation or other cash benefits 
payable to them by the Veterans' Adminis
tration. Any veteran insured hereunder not 
eligible for cash benefits from the Veterans' 
Administration may pay the amount of his 
premiums directly to the Veterans' Adminis
tration for insurance hereunder. 

"(d) The United States shall bear all of 
the costs of insurance under this section to 
the extent such costs exceed premiums es
tablished by the Administrator. Premiums 
collected on insurance under this section 
shall be credited to the "Veterans Insurance 
and Indemnities" appropriation and all dis
bursements of insurance proceeds under 
this section shall be made from that appro
priation. Appropriations are authorized to 
carry out the purposes of this section. 

"(e) Any amount of insurance in force 
under this section on the date of death of 
an eligible veteran insured hereunder shall 
be paid only to the holder of the mortgage 
loan, for payment of which such insurance 
was granted, for credit on the loan indebted
ness and the liability of the United States 
under such insurance shall be satisfied 
when such payment is made. If the Adminis-
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trator is the holder of the mortgage loan, 
the insurance proceeds shall be credited to 
the loan indebtedness and, as appropriate, 
deposited in either the direct loan or loan 
guaranty revolving fund established by sec
tion 1823 or 1824 of this title, respectively. 

"(f) With respect to insurance issued 
under this section, the Administrator is au
thorized to adopt such regulations relating 
to eligibility of the veteran for insurance, 
maximum amount of insurance, effective 
date of insurance, maximum duration of in
surance, and other pertinent factors not 
specifically provided for in this section, 
which in his judgment are in the best inter
est of veterans or the Government. The 
amount of the insurance at any time shall 
be the amount necessary to pay the mort
gage indebtedness in full, except as other
wise limited by subsection <b> or regulations 
issued by the Administrator under this sec
tion. The Administrator shall issue to each 
insured veteran a uniform type of certificate 
setting forth the benefits to which he is en
titled under the insurance. 

"(g) Insurance under this section shall ter
minate upon whichever of the following 
events first occurs: 

< 1) satisfaction of the veteran's indebted
ness under the loan upon which the insur
ance is based; 

(2) the veteran's seventieth birthday; 
(3) termination of the veteran's ownership 

of the property securing the loan; or 
(4) discontinuance of payment of premi

ums be the veteran. 
"(h) Termination of life insurance under 

this section will in no way affect the guar
anty or insurance of the loan by the Admin
istrator." 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 21 is amended by striking out 
"806. Mortgage Protection Life Insurance." 
and inserting in lieu thereof "806. Veterans' 
Mortgage Life Insurance". 

SEcTION 302. <A> Mortgage protection life 
insurance granted to any veteran before the 
effective date of these amendments shall be 
known thereafter as "Veterans' Mortgage 
Life Insurance", and shall continue in force 
with the United States as insurer, subject to 
the terms of secton 301 of this Act. Nothing 
in this Act shall impair rights of any veter
an or mortgage loan holder under section 1 
of Public Law 92-95, as amended, which ma
tured prior to the effective date of this Act. 

<b><1> Effective October 1, 1987, the Ad
ministrator of Veterans Affairs shall discon
tinue the policy of insurance purchased in 
accordance with section 1 of Public Law 92-
95. 

(2) All premiums collected or received on 
or after the effective date of these amend
ments by the insurer under the policy pur
chased pursuant to section 1 of Public Law 
92-95 shall be promptly forwarded to the 
Administrator of Veterans Affairs and cred
ited to the Veterans Insurance and Indemni
ties Appropriation. Any positive balance of 
the contingency reserve maintained by the 
insurer under such policy remaining after 
all charges have been made shall be payable 
to the Administrator and deposited by him 
in the Veterans Insurance and Indemnities 
Appropriation, subject to the right of the 
insurer to make such payment in equal 
monthly installments over a period of not 
more than two years. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SECTION 401. The amendments made by 

sections 101 through 201 shall take effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act, and 
with respect to the provisions of section 201 

shall apply to premiums paid on or after 
such date. 

SECTION 402. The amendments made by 
section 301 shall take effect October 1, 1987. 

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION, OFFICE 
OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETER
ANS AFFAIRS, 

Washington DC, March 31, 1987. 
Hon. GEORGE BUSH, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It is my pleasure to 
submit a draft bill to grant authority: < 1) to 
increase the amount of monthly payments 
to annuitants under certain Veterans Ad
ministration <VA) insurance programs; (2) 
to exempt premiums collected under the 
Servicemen's <SGLD and Veterans' Group 
Life Insurance <VGLD programs from tax
ation by State or other governmental au
thorities; and (3) to allow VA to assume all 
administrative functions under the Veter
ans' Mortgage Life Insurance <VMLD pro
gram. I respectfully request that the draft 
bill be referred to the appropriate commit
tee and promptly enacted. 

ANNUITY ADJUSTMENTS 
Section 101 and 102 of our proposal would 

authorize the Administrator to periodically 
increase the dollar amount of monthly an
nuity benefits payble to beneficiaries under 
the United States Government Life Insur
ance <USGLD, National Service Life Insur
ance <NLSD, Veterans Special Life Insur
ance <VSLD, and Veterans Reopened Insur
ance <VRD programs. The operation of 
these programs may be likened to a mutual 
insurance company, that is, the assets 
which have been derived from premium 
income and interest earnings are held in 
trust for the benefit of the policyholders 
and their beneficiaries. Separate trust funds 
have been established for each program, 
and the reserves have been invested in U.S. 
Treasury securities. The programs are parti
cipatory in nature, so that any surplus re
sulting from mortality savings or excess in
terest earnings is distributed to policyhold
ers in the form of dividends. With the ex
ception of VRI, the administrative costs of 
the programs and the expenses of claims 
based on the extra hazards of military serv
ice are borne by the Government. 

Generally speaking, these forms of insur
ance were created to protect members of the 
armed forces who could not obtain coinmer
cial life insurance, at least at affordable 
rates, due to the hazardous nature of mili
tary service. USGLI was established in 1919 
to accommodate the conversion of War Risk 
Insurance issued during World War I, and 
was closed to new issues in 1951. The largest 
government life insurance program, NSLI, 
was established in 1940, in anticipation of 
the expansion of the armed forces during 
World War II. It, too, was closed to new 
issues in 1951. Congress authorized VSLI in 
1951 to meet the demands of the Korean 
conflict. VSLI was closed to new issues in 
1956. VRI was made available as a limited 
reopening of the NSLI program for certain 
disabled veterans. Eligibility for VRI opened 
on May 1, 1965, for a period of one year. 

A policyholder under the USGLI, NSLI, 
VSLI, or VRI program may, during his or 
her lifetime, select as a settlement option 
that the proceeds be paid as lump sum, in a 
limited number of monthly installments, or 
as a lifetime annuity. After the policyhold
er's death, the first beneficiary may elect to 
receive payment under any settlement 
option which will provide payment over a 
longer period than that selected by the pol-

icyholder. If a policyholder or beneficiary 
opts for an annuity settlement, interest, at a 
rate set by statute, accrues on the unpaid 
balance of the proceeds. 

Due to current interest earnings and mor
tality experience, the reserves held for the 
payment of NSLI annuity settlements, for 
example, are generating gains in excess of 
$33 million annually. Actuarial projections 
show that gains on annuity reserves will 
continue to be at least $26 million per year 
through 1989. 

Under existing statutes, specific interest 
rates are mandated for calculating insur
ance annuity payments, thereby limiting 
the amounts that can be paid to the annui
tant beneficiaries. The current interest 
rates on the funds, however, exceed the 
statutory interest rates. Consequently, sub
stantial gains on annuity reserves are 
earned which are now credited to the gener
al reserve of the trust fund and paid to the 
policyholders through the regular annual 
dividend. 

Inasmuch as these gains are derived from 
the annuity accounts, equitable consider
ations suggest that excess earnings should 
be distributed to the beneficiaries rather 
than continuing to be available as dividends 
to policyholders. If enacted, our bill would 
enable the Administrator to periodically 
adjust the payments to annuitants when it 
is prudent to do so. In practice, adjustments 
would be based on mortality savings and the 
accumulation of interest earned on annuity 
reserves. In the interests of fairness and se
curity, however, the amount of the existing 
monthly payments will be retained as guar
anteed minimums for monthly annuity in
stallments. 

Our proposal to adjust annuity payments 
by increasing the dollar amount of monthly 
installments by a fixed perentage is the 
most administratively feasible and actuarial
ly sound means of equitably distributing 
these gains. A fair distribution would not be 
accomplished by simply increasing the in
terest rate for annuity calculations because 
it would cause annuitants who have been re
ceiving payments over longer periods of 
time to receive increases that are relatively 
smaller than the increases of more recent 
annuitants. Moreover, the fact the annuity 
reserve gains are partially due to mortality 
savings makes it actuarially unsound to base 
annuity increases on interest earnings 
alone. 

At the present time, only NSLI <"V" poli
cies> annuity reserves are producing gains 
sufficient to justify an increase in annuity 
payments. We anticipate increasing "V" 
policy annuity payments by at least 50 per
cent for the next five years. Subsequent in
creases may be higher or lower depending 
on future interest earnings and mortality 
experience. Dividends to "V" policyholders 
are expected to continue to increase annual
ly at the current rate or higher, notwith
standing the proposed increase in "V" annu
ity payents. It is unlikely that any higher 
monthly payment established under this 
proposal, would thereafter have to be re
duced. If such a situation arose, however, 
the bill would require the Administrator to 
readjust the amount of such payments to 
maintain the soundness of the trust funds. 

Our proposal, if enacted, would benefit ap
proximately 130,000 payees by permitting 
the return of their equity in the fund. 
There would be no net cost to the Federal 
government. 
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STATE TAX EXEMPTIONS 

Section 201 of our proposal would amend 
section 769 of title 38, relating to the Serv
iceman's <SGLI> and Veterans' Group Life 
Insurance <VGLI> programs, to exempt the 
premiums paid under these programs from 
State taxation. In 1980, Congress exempted 
the civilian counterpart of SGLI/VGLI, the 
Federal Employees Group Life Insurance 
<FEGLI> program, from payment of State 
premium taxes. In view of the legislative ex
emption granted FEGLI and the similarity 
of FEGLI and SGLI/VGLI, we believe 
SGLI/VGLI should likewise be exempted 
from State premium taxation. 

SGLI was established in 1965 to meet the 
insurance needs of the Vietnam Era service
member. Although the Government has 
provided life insurance coverage to members 
of the Armed Forces since World War I, 
Congress adopted a significantly different 
approach when creating SGLI. The previous 
insurance provided military personnel was 
individual insurance, underwritten by the 
Government, and administered by the VA. 

SGLI, however, was patterned in most re
spects after the FEGLI program. Like 
FEGLI, SGLI is group life insurance admin
istered by the commercial life insurance in
dustry with Government participation limit
ed primarily to program supervision. Al
though the SGLI program has undergone 
several major modifications since its incep
tion, most notably the expansion of the cat
egories of individuals eligible for coverage 
and increases in the maximum amounts of 
insurance, the primary role played by the 
commercial insurance industry remains un
changed. 

VGLI was established in 1974 to provide 
five-year, nonrenewable term insurance to 
recently discharged veterans. Like SGLI, 
VGLI is group insurance which, although 
supervised by the VA, is underwritten and 
administered by the commercial life insur
ance industry. 

Both SGLI and VGLI are provided under 
Group Policy No. 32000 which the VA ob
tained from the Prudential Insurance Com
pany of America. Both programs are self
supporting in that the insureds pay all costs 
of providing the insurance, including admin
istrative expenses and taxes. The Federal 
government, however, does pay any costs 
traceable to the extra hazards of military 
service. In recent years, there have been no 
such costs. 

Most states, the District of Columbia, and 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico require 
insurance carriers underwriting group life 
insurance policies to pay taxes on premiums 
collected each year. Prudential is responsi
ble for paying the taxes on SGLI and VGLI 
premiums collected. The requirement to pay 
taxes is, of course, reflected in the amount 
of the premiums charged the insureds. 
Since the inception of both programs, the 
insureds have paid over $50.8 million in 
State premium taxes. Approximately $2.45 
million was paid in the policy year ending 
June 30, 1986, alone. 

As noted earlier, Congress, by enacting 
the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1980, 
Pub. L. No. 96-499, § 405, 94 Stat. 2599, 
2606-07 <1980), exempted the civilian coun
terpart of SGLI and VGLI, the FEGLI pro
gram, from payment of State premium 
taxes. That a similar tax exemption is ap
propriate for SGLI/VGLI is evident from 
the similarity of both the objectives and 
structure of the three programs. 

In the FEGLI program, the Office of Per
sonnel Management makes group life insur
ance available to both present and retired 

Federal employees under a policy of insur
ance obtained from the commercial life in
surance industry. Under the terms of the 
FEGLI policy, as is required under the 
SGLI/VGLI policy, the private insurer pro
vides an Office of Insurance and has the re
sponsibility to: <a> settle and pay claims; <b> 
contract for and administer reinsurance 
contracts with other insurers in the pro
grams; <c> participate with other insurance 
carriers in maintaining a conversion pool to 
cover individuals separated from Federal 
service who wish to convert their coverage 
to private insurance; <d> maintain a contin
gency reserve for adverse fluctuations in 
future charges; and (e) prepare annual fi
nancial statements covering its activities. 
Other similarities in the programs include 
the automatic coverage provided to most in
sureds, the Government's collection of pre
miums by deduction from the individual in
sureds' military pay or Federal salary, and 
the Government's maintenance of records 
detailing an individual's insurance status 
while in the military or employed by the 
Federal government. 

In view of the similarities in the programs 
and the fact that FEGLI has been specifi
cally exempted from State premium tax
ation, we believe that SGLI and VGLI 
should receive a similar exemption. Equity 
suggests such an exemption in that it would 
allow equal treatment of civilian and mili
tary Federal personnel. As in the FEGLI 
program, the proposed tax exemption would 
not apply to a tax, fee, or other monetary 
payment imposed on the net income of 
profit accruing to or realized by an insur
ance company from business conducted 
under the SGLI or VGLI programs if the 
tax, fee, or payment is applicable to a broad 
range of business activity. 

Exemption of the SGLI/VGLI program 
from State taxation would reduce expenses 
of administration and the resulting savings 
would ultimately be passed on to the in
sureds in the form of lower premium rates. 
As any savings would inure to the benefit of 
the insureds, there would be no savings or 
costs to the Government. 

ADMINISTRATION OF VMLI 

Sections 301 and 302 of our proposal 
would amend section 806 of title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize the VA to assume 
all administrative functions under the Ven
terans' Mortgage Life Insurance <VMLI> 
program. The VMLI program, established 
under Pub. L. No. 92-85, 85 Stat. 320 <1971), 
provides automatic mortgage life insurance 
coverage to disabled veterans who receive 
VA assistance in obtaining specially-adapted 
housing. Currently, a private insurance 
company <Bankers Life Insurance Company 
of Nebraska> acts as the insurer in this pro
gram under contract to the VA. Reliance on 
a private insurance carrier, as required by 
Pub. L. No. 92-95, has proven costly and in
efficient. Assumption by the VA of the in
surer's role would improve program efficien
cy and result in significant administrative 
cost savings. Veterans' substantive rights 
would be unaffected by our proposal, which 
would not change the terms of insurance 
coverage. 

At present, the private insurer's responsi
bility under the VMLI program is quite lim
ited. The private insurer merely collects pre
miums from a small number of veterans not 
receiving cash benefits from the VA <ap
proximately one percent of all insureds> and 
pays claims for death benefits. 

The private insurer's functions under the 
program could be assumed by existing VA 
insurance operations, resulting in a consid-

erable saving in overhead costs. In addition, 
the profit charged by the commercial insur
er would be eliminated. The cost per claim 
processed by the private insurer, derived by 
adding administrative expenses and taxes 
divided by the number of claims processed, 
has exceeded $300 in recent years. In con
trast, it is estimated that, if the VA assumed 
all administrative functions under the pro
gram, the cost per claim processed would de
cline dramatically to about $25 per claim. A 
significant cost saving would thus be real
ized. 

The VA Insurance Centers in St. Paul, 
Minnesota, and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
have already assumed substantial adminis
trative responsibility for the VMLI pro
gram. The duties presently performed by 
the VA include notification of eligibility, 
control and processing of correspondence, 
computation of premiums and reserve cred
its, recordkeeping, and control of premium 
deductions from veterans' benefit payments. 
Further, the Government remains responsi
ble for liabilities incurred under the pro
gram. Consolidation of all VMLI functions 
in the VA would add little to the Govern
ment's administrative burden, while greatly 
enhancing program efficiency. 

We estimate that this consolidation would 
result in net cost savings totaling $75,607 in 
fiscal year 1988, increasing to $86,345 in 
fiscal year 1992. 

Advice has been received from the Office 
of Management and Budget that there is no 
objection to the submission of the draft leg
islation and that its enactment would be in 
accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS K. TURNAGE, 

Administrator. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S.J. Res. 117. A joint resolution des

ignating July 2, 1987, as "National Lit
eracy Day"; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

NATIONAL LITERACY DAY 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to introduce a resolution 
to designate July 2, 1987, as National 
Literacy Day. It is vital to call atten
tion to the problem of illiteracy, to 
help others understand the severity of 
this problem and its detrimental effect 
on our society, and to reach those who 
are unaware of the service and help 
available for illiterate people. 

In the book "Illiterate America" by 
Jonathan Kozol, the author describes 
an invisible minority, the growing 
crisis of illiteracy in America. In this 
country it is often said that we live in 
the information age. Yet for many 
Americans, information is inaccessible. 
Over 27 million American adults 
cannot read. An additional 35 million 
read below the level needed to func
tion successfully. The cost of these 
wasted human resources is estimated 
at $225 billion, although, in truth, no 
value can be put on the devastation of 
illiteracy. 

The cost includes the lifetime earn
ings that will not be realized by men 
and women who cannot get and hold 
jobs requiring any reading skills. The 
cost includes child welfare expendi
tures for the children of adults who 
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lack the skills to get jobs. The cost in
cludes prison maintenance for the in
mates whose imprisonment can be 
linked to their illiteracy. The cost in
cludes on-the-job accidents and 
damage to equipment caused by the 
inability of workers to read and under
stand instructions for the operation of 
machines. 

And the human cost is even higher. 
The daily activities that we take for 
granted-reading the newspaper, read
ing a menu, reading a street or subway 
map, reading a note from a child's 
teacher-become a nightmare for illit
erate people. They devise remarkable 
strategies of evasion and coping. The 
creativity that goes into hiding the in
ability to read is a terrible waste and a 
tragic commentary on the losses illit
erate people suffer. 

It is vital to call attention to the 
problem of illiteracy. Our society must 
begin to understand the severity of 
this problem and its detrimental ef
fects. Perhaps even more essential is 
the need to reach the people who need 
help in overcoming their illiteracy and 
to make them aware of the services 
that are available. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I 
am introducing a resolution to desig
nate July 2, 1987 as National Literacy 
Day. I urge my colleagues to support 
this resolution. 

I ask unanimous consent that text of 
the resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. REs. 117 
Whereas literacy is a necessary tool for 

survival in our society; 
Whereas 35,000,000 Americans today read 

at a level which is less than necessary for 
full survival needs; 

Whereas there are 27,000,000 adults in the 
United States who cannot read, whose re
sources are left untapped, and who are 
unable to offer their full contribution to so
ciety; 

Whereas illiteracy is growing rapidly, as 
2,300,000 persons, including 1,200,000 legal 
and illegal immigrants, 1,000,000 high 
school dropouts, and 100,000 refugees, are 
added to the pool of illiterates annually; 

Whereas the annual cost of illiteracy to 
the United States in terms of welfare ex
penditures, crime, prison expenses, lost rev
enues, and industrial and military accidents 
has been estimated at $225,000,000,000; 

Whereas the competitiveness of the 
United States is eroded by the presence in 
the workplace of millions of Americans who 
are functionally or technologically illiterate; 

Whereas there is a direct correlation be
tween the number of illiterate adults unable 
to perform at the standard necessary for 
available employment and the money allo
cated to child welfare and unemployment 
compensation; 

Whereas the percentage of illiterates in 
proportion to population size is higher for 
blacks and Hispanics, resulting in increased 
economic and social discrimination against 
these minorities; 

Whereas the prison population represents 
the single highest concentration of adult il
literacy; 

Whereas 1,000,000 children in the United 
States between the ages of 12 and 17 cannot 
read above a 3rd grade level, 13 percent of 
all 17-year-olds are functionally illiterate, 
and 15 percent of graduates of urban high 
schools read at less than a 6th grade level; 

Whereas 85 percent of the juveniles who 
appear in criminal court are functionally il
literate; 

Whereas the 47 percent illiteracy rate 
among black youths is expected to increase 
to 50 percent by 1990; 

Whereas one-half of all heads of house
holds cannot read past the 8th grade level 
and one-third of all mothers on welfare are 
functionally illiterate; 

Whereas the cycle of illiteracy continues 
because the children of illiterate parents are 
often illiterate themselves because of lack 
of support they receive from their home en
vironment; 

Whereas Federal, State, municipal, and 
private literacy programs have only been 
able to reach 5 percent of the total illiterate 
population; 

Whereas it is vital to call attention to the 
problem of illiteracy, to understand the se
verity of the problem and its detrimental ef
fects on our society, and to reach those who 
are illiterate and unaware of the free serv
ices and help available to them; and 

Whereas it is also necessary to recognize 
and thank the thousands of volunteers who 
are working to promote literacy and provide 
support to the millions of illiterates in need 
of assistance: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That July 2, 1987, is 
designated as "National Literacy Day", and 
the President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe such day 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 39 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
39, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to make the exclu
sion from gross income of amounts 
paid for employee educational assist
ance permanent. 

s. 81 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 81, a bill to amend the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 to estab
lish the Alzheimer's Disease and relat
ed dementias home and community 
based services block grant. 

s. 104 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. ADAMS], and the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 104, a bill to 
recognize the organization known as 
the National Academies of Practice. 

s. 225 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 225, a bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to protect the ben
efit levels of individuals becoming eli
gible for benefits in or after 1979 by 
eliminating the disparity <resulting 
from changes made in 1977 in the ben
efit computation formula) between 
those levels and the benefit levels of 
persons who become eligible for bene
fits before 1979. 

s. 322 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNNJ was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 322, a bill to authorize the Alpha 
Phi Alpha Fraternity to establish a 
memorial to Martin Luther King, Jr. 
in the District of Columbia. 

s. 437 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA], the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIXON] 
and the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. BuRDICK] were added as cospon
sors of S. 437, a bill to amend the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 
to permit prepayment of loans made 
to State and local development compa
nies. 

s. 604 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
604, a bill to promote and protect tax
payer rights, and for other purposes. 

s. 668 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER], and the Senator 
from California [Mr. CRANSTON] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 668, a bill for 
the relief of Bela Karolyi. 

s. 675 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 675, a bill to authorize appro
priations to carry out the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 during fiscal years 
1988, 1989, 1990, 1991, and 1992. 

s. 685 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK] and the Sena
tor from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 685, a 
bill to amend the Deficit Reduction 
Act of 1984 to make permanent the ad
ministrative offset debt collection pro
visions with respect to education 
loans. 

s. 743 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 743, a bill to authorize the 
Environmental Protection Agency to 
conduct a study for the purpose of de
termining the extent to which radon 
in the Nation's schools poses a threat 
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to children and employees within such Resolution 11, a joint resolution pro-
schools, and for other purposes. posing an amendment to the Constitu-

s. 778 tion relating to Federal balanced 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the budget. 

names Of the Senator from Mississippi SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 44 

[Mr. STENNIS], the Senator from Colo- At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
rado [Mr. WIRTH], the Senator from the name of the Senator from Con
Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], and the Sena- necticut [Mr. DoDD] was added as a co
tor from North Carolina [Mr. SAN- sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 44, 
FORD] were added as cosponsors of S. a joint resolution to designate Novem-
778, a bill to authorize a star schools ber 1987, as "National Diabetes 
program under which grants are made Month." 
to educational telecommunications 
partnerships to develop, construct, 
and acquire telecommunications facili
ties and equipment in order to im
prove the instruction of mathematics, 
science, and foreign languages, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
778, supra. 

s. 902 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 902, a bill to amend the Food 
Security Act of 1985 and the National 
School Lunch Act to extend to 1992 
the eligibility of certain school dis
tricts to receive alternative forms of 
assistance for school lunch programs 
and to amend the Agriculture and 
Food Act of 1981, the Child Nutrition 
Amendments of 1986, and the School 
Lunch and Child Nutrition Amend
ments of 1986 to extend to 1992 the 
national donated commodity process
ing program. 

s. 904 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BoND] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 904, a bill to amend the Job 
Training Partnership Act to establish 
a literacy training program to serve in
dividuals most in need of literacy skills 
who are not presently being served. 

s. 933 

At the request of Mr. FORD, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 933, a bill to amend the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 to minimize 
the impact on State and local govern
ments of unexpected provisions of leg
islation proposing the imposition of 
large unfunded costs on such govern
ments, and for other purposes. 

s. 1076 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
CoHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1076, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Secretary Act to improve the 
availability of home health services 
under the medicare program, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 11 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. TRIBLE] and the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 48 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. CocHRAN] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 48, a 
joint resolution designating the week 
of September 14, 1987 through Sep
tember 20, 1987, as "Benign Essential 
Blepharospasm Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 61 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATO, the 
names of the Senator from Connecti
cut [Mr. WEICKER], the Senator from 
California [Mr. CRANSTON], the Sena
tor from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR
BANES], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY], the Senator from Wiscon
sin [Mr. PRoxMIRE], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], the Sen
ator from California [Mr. WILSON], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. 
MoYNIHAN], the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. MATSUNAGA], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. NuNN], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN
BERGER], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIXON], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. HECHT], the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. BOSCHWITZ], the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI], the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], 
the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. HuMPHREY], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER], the Sena
tor from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
CHILES], the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. TRIBLE], the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. QuAYLE], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN], the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HoLLINGS], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. FowLER], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. ExoNJ, 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. REID], the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. DANFORTH], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI], the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BuMP
ERS], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DoDD], the Senator from Colora
do [Mr. WIRTH], the Senator from 

North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD], the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. GARN], 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. PACK
WOOD], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN], and the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. SIMPSON] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
61, a joint resolution to authorize and 
request the President to issue a procla
mation designating May 3 through 
May 10, 1987, as "Jewish Heritage 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 7 5 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI], the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], the Sena
tor from North Carolina [Mr. SAN
FORD], the Senator from South Caroli
na [Mr. HOLLINGS] and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. REID], were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 75, a joint resolution to designate 
the week of August 2, 1987, through 
August 8, 1987, as "National Podiatric 
Medicine Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 98 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY], was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 98, a 
joint resolution to designate the week 
of November 29, 1987, through Decem
ber 5, 1987, as "National Home Health 
Care Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 107 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. RoTH], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
107, a joint resolution to designate 
April1987, as "Fair Housing Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 115 

At the request of Mr. SYMMS, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL], and the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. HATCH] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
115, a joint resolution making an 
urgent supplemental appropriation for 
emergency assistance to the Polish in
dependent trade union organization 
NSZZ "Solidarnosc" for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1987, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 29 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the names of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. REID], and the Senator from 
Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 29, a concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress re
garding the inability of American citi
zens to maintain regular contact with 
relatives in the Soviet Union. 
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU

TION 52-TO RECOGNIZE AND 
CONGRATULATE DUCKS UN
LIMITED, INC. ON ITS 50TH AN
NIVERSARY 
Mr. BURDICK <for himself, Mr. 

MITCHELL, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. CHAFEE, 
Mr. WALLOP, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. FORD, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. GORE, 
Mr. PRYOR, Mr. CHILES, Mr. BOREN, 
Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LUGAR, 
Mr. DOLE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
QUAYLE, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. MCCLURE, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. SHELBY, Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. 
SASSER, Mr. McCONNELL, Mr. WIRTH, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. ROTH, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BRADLEY, 
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 
GARN, Mr. HECHT, Mr. PELL, Mr. SAR
BANES, Mr. JOHNSTON, and Mr. THUR
MOND) submitted the following concur
rent resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. CoN. RES. 52 
Whereas Ducks Unlimited, Incorporated, 

is one of the largest and most successful pri
vate wetlands and waterfowl conservation 
organizations in the world, having raised 
nearly $400,000,000 and conserved more 
than 4,000,000 acres of wetlands throughout 
North America; 

Whereas wetlands play an integral role in 
maintaining the quality of life through ma
terial contributions to our national econo
my, food supply, water quality and supply, 
flood control, and fish, wildlife, and plant 
resources, and thus to the health, safety, 
recreation, and economic well-being of all 
citizens; 

Whereas wetlands constitute only a small 
percentage of the land area of North Amer
ica, are estimated to have been reduced by 
half in the contiguous States, and continue 
to disappear at the rate of nearly 700,000 
acres each year; 

Whereas governments alone cannot ade
quately protect valuable wetlands without 
help from private organizations; 

Whereas the members, volunteers, and 
staff of Ducks Unlimited have given gener
ously of their time, energy, and financial re
sources to achieve outstanding conservation 
objectives; 

Whereas Ducks Unlimited has established 
and maintained a singleness of purpose for 
the protection and enhancement of water
fowl habitats that is a standard other orga
nizations have sought to achieve; and 

Whereas January 29, 1987, was the 50th 
anniversary of the founding of Ducks Un
limited and its pioneering leadership in con
tinent-wide waterfowl conservation pro
grams: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
recognizes and congratulates Ducks Unlim
ited, Incorporated, for its 50 years of un
precedented accomplishments in the protec
tion and enhancement of wetlands water
fowl habitat. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, on 
January 29, 1987, Ducks Unlimited, 
Inc., celebrated its 50th anniversary. 
This unique organization was started 
in the late 1930's by sportsmen who 

recognized that waterfowl populations 
were declining dramatically due to the 
destruction of important habitat. 
Ducks Unlimited's first project in 1938 
was to protect that water supply for a 
27,000-acre marsh in south-central 
Manitoba. In 1970, an affiliate organi
zation in Mexico was established; and 
in 1985, a cooperative venture was un
dertaken with NASA to inventory 
some 60 million acres of wetlands. 
Ducks Unlimited is now one of the 
most successful private wetlands and 
waterfowl conservation organizations 
in the world. Over the past half centu
ry its members and supporters have 
raised nearly $400 million to conserve 
more than 4 million acres of wetlands 
throughout North America. Their 
work continues today through projects 
in important waterfowl areas through
out the United States and Canada. 
Last year alone, Ducks Unlimited 
Raised $50 million for wetlands preser
vation and enhancement in the Cen
tral United States and Canada. More 
than $400,000 of that amount was gen
erated by the 9,000 members of Ducks 
Unlimited in North Dakota, who also 
have given generously of their time 
and energy to maintain and improve 
the continent's wetlands waterfowl 
habitat. 

I am proud that Ducks Unlimited re
cently established a regional field 
office in Bismarck as part of their new 
U.S. habitat improvement program. 
But Ducks Unlimited has chapters in 
all of our States. The organization is 
one of the foremost examples of what 
can be accomplished when private in
dividuals join together to protect and 
enhance an important natural re
source. The benefits from their efforts 
accrue to all of us through the preser
vation of wetlands. In addition to pro
viding habitat for waterfowl, these 
marshes and swamps also contribute 
to our national economy and general 
welfare. In recognition of 50 years of 
outstanding effort, we and our House 
colleagues have submitted this concur
rent resolution in hopes of passage 
prior to the Ducks Unlimited annual 
convention to be held in early May. 

Mr. President, I want to thank espe
cially the 50 Senators who are original 
cosponsors of this worthwhile concur
rent resolution. We hope that the re
mainder of our colleagues will join 
with us in honoring Ducks Unlimited. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 
during the early 1930's, the prairies of 
the Western United States and 
Canada were hit by severe drought 
which not only had a devastating 
impact on the region's farmers but 
also on the marshes which dot this 
landscape. These wetlands typically 
produce more than half of all the 
ducks and geese in North America. 

The drought also had a profound in
fluence on a unique group of U.S. 
sportsmen and women, who had 
watched the numbers of ducks and 

geese plummet as marsh after marsh 
went dry. On January 29, 1937, these 
sportsmen and women decided to orga
nize a private effort dedicated to per
petuating and increasing the conti
nent's waterfowl by restoring and pre
serving prairie wetlands. They named 
their new organization "Ducks Unlim
ited", and they pledged themselves to 
raise money to protect the waterfowl 
habitat of North America. 

Over the next 50 years, Ducks Un
limited purchased leases to conserve 
more than 4 million acres of wetlands 
habitat, constructed more than 3,000 
wetlands projects and created more 
than 15,000 miles of shoreline for nest
ing waterbirds. 

Last year alone, the 1,500 members 
of Ducks Unlimited in Maine raised 
$150,000 to preserve and enhance the 
continent's wetlands. These dedicated 
individuals also have given generously 
of their time and energy to achieve 
conservation objectives thousands of 
miles away. 

For the last half century, Ducks Un
limited has remained steadfastly com
mitted to its solitary goal of raising 
funds for wetlands waterfowl habitat. 
In recognition of that effort, I am 
joining today with the chairman of 
the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee, Senator BuRDICK, 
in introducing a resolution to con
gratulate Ducks Unlimited on its 50th 
anniversary. 

While most of the members of 
Ducks Unlimited are primarily, al
though not solely, interested in water
fowl hunting, much of their efforts in 
Maine and elsewhere are directed un
selfishly toward funding wetlands pro
tection and enhancement projects that 
provide them with little direct benefit. 
Their work benefits all of us through 
the preservation of our rich waterfowl 
heritage and, even more significantly, 
through the protection of our rapidly 
dwindling wetlands. 

The wetlands of this continent are 
an immensely valuable resource in des
perate need of all the public and pri
vate protection we can muster. Each 
day nearly 2,000 acres of wetlands are 
destroyed in the United States and 
Canada. In this country nearly 60 per
cent of all the marshes, bogs, and 
swamps that once existed already have 
been lost. 

We should applaud every effort to 
protect the wetlands of North America 
not only because they provide habitat 
for waterfowl, but also because they 
contribute in many ways to our na
tional economy and general welfare. 
Fish and wildlife nurtured by wetlands 
support much of our fishing, hunting, 
trapping, and birdwatching. In Maine, 
these activities contribute well over 
$250 million each year to the State's 
economy. The commercial fishing in
dustry of Maine and the Nation also is 
largely dependent upon the wetlands 
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of our estuaries. In addition to these 
benefits, wetlands buffer the effects of 
storms, purify water, aid in replenish
ing ground water supplies, and provide 
substantial protection from flooding. 

For all the wetland protection bene
fits we've received, I hope by col
leagues in the Senate will join in salut
ing the more than 600,000 members of 
Ducks Unlimited in each of our States 
for their 50 years of pioneering leader
ship in the international conservation 
of waterfowl and wetlands. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I take 
great pleasure in joining so many of 
my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle in sponsoring this resolution to 
recognize and congratulate the 600,000 
members of Ducks Unlimited, Inc. on 
50 years of wetlands conservation ac
tivities throughout North America. 

Ducks Unlimited [DUJ stands as a 
shining example of what can be ac
complished through the initiative and 
efforts of individuals who are willing 
to donate time and resources to a 
cause in which they believe. I take 
great pride in representing the 35,000 
Texans who are among the members 
of this fine organization. The 163 
chapters throughout our State have 
provided invaluable assistance to DU 
as it works to protect wetlands habitat 
areas. 

Over the past 50 years, as a result of 
the efforts of the volunteers who com
prise the DU membership, more than 
4 million acres of wetlands throughout 
North America have been preserved 
and close to $400 million have been 
raised through private, voluntary 
fundraising activities. The value of 
this work and the critical need for its 
continuation can be readily recognized 
when one realizes that wetlands on 
the North American Continent are dis
appearing at the alarming rate of 
more than 700,000 acres per year. 

Mr. President, I congratulate Ducks 
Unlimited, Inc. and its members on 50 
successful years. They will have my 
best wishes and my support as DU 
continues its valued conservation ef
forts. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 53-AUTHORIZING THE 
REPRINT OF A SENATE 
REPORT 
Mr. MELCHER <for himself and Mr. 

HEINZ) submitted the following con
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration: 

S. CoN. RES. 53 
Resolved by the Senate fthe House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That the Senate 
Report 100-9, lOOth Congress, 1st Session, 
entitled "Developments in Aging", be re
printed as a Senate document and that 
there shall be printed an additional 1,500 
copies of Volume 1 and an additional 500 
copies of Volume 2. All additional copies 
shall be for the use of the Special Commit
tee on Aging. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT, 
TRAINING, AND COUNSELING 
AMENDMENTS 

CRANSTON <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 160 

<Ordered referred to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs) 

Mr. CRANSTON <for himself, Mr. 
MATSUNAGA, Mr. DECONCINI, and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by them 
to the bill <S. 999> to amend title 38, 
United States Code, and the Veterans' 
Job Training Act to improve veterans 
employment, counseling, and job
training services and programs; as fol
lows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCE TO TITLE 38, 

UNITED STATES CODE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited 

as the "Veterans' Employment, Training, 
and Counseling Amendments of 1987". 

(b) REFERENCES TO TITLE 38.-Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or 
repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
reference shall be considered to be made to 
a section or other provision of title 38, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 2. DISABLED VETERANS' OUTREACH PROGRAM 

SPECIALISTS. 
Section 2003A<c> is amended in the matter 

preceding clause < 1) by inserting "be func
tionally responsible to State Directors for 
Veterans' Employment and Training and 
Assistant State Directors for Veterans' Em
ployment and Training and shall" after 
shall". 
SEC. 3. LOCAL VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT REPRE· 

SENTATIVES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-0) Section 2004 is 

amended to read as follows: 
"2004. Local veterans' employment repre

sentatives 
"(a)(l) The Secretary, acting through the 

Assistant Secretary for Veterans' Employ
ment and Training, shall make available for 
use in each State, directly or by grant or 
contract, sU<;h funds as may be necessary to 
support the assignment of local veterans' 
employment representatives under this sec
tion. 

"(2) Funds provided for use in a State 
under this subsection shall be sufficient to 
support the assignment of-

"(A) at least one full-time local veterans' 
employment representative in each local 
employment service office {i) at which 1,000 
veterans registered during the 12-month 
period ending on the most recent June 30, 
or {ii) which has a service area in which 
5,000 veterans reside. One additional such 
representative shall be assigned to such 
office for each additional 1,500 veterans 
who registered at such office during such 
period or 5,000 veterans who reside in such 
service area, whichever results in the assign
ment of the greater number of such repre
sentatives; and 

"<B> in the case of each local employment 
service office at which less than 1,000 veter
ans registered during such period and which 
has a service area in which less than 5,000 

veterans reside, an individual serving as a 
local veterans' employment representative 
on a part-time basis that bears the same 
proportion to full-time employment <round
ed to the nearest one-eighth> as the number 
of veterans who registered during such 
period bears to 1,000 or the number of vet
erans who reside in a service area bears to 
5,000, whichever results in the higher frac
tion of full-time service. 

"(3) Each local veterans' employment rep
resentative shall be a veteran. Preference 
shall be given in the assignment of such rep
resentatives to disabled veterans. If the Sec
retary finds that no disabled veteran is 
available for any such assignment, such as
signment may be given to a veteran who is 
not a disabled veteran. The Secretary shall 
monitor the assignment of such representa· 
tives to ensure compliance with the provi
sions of this paragraph. 

"(b) Local veterans' employment repre
sentatives shall be assigned, in accordance 
with this section, by the administrative 
head of the employment service in each 
State and shall be functionally responsible 
to State Directors for Veterans' Employ
ment and Training and Assistant State Di
rectors for Veterans' Employment and 
Training. 

"<c>O> Except as provided in paragraph 
(2) of this subsection, the services of local 
employment representatives shall be fully 
devoted to discharging the duties and func
tions prescribed for State Directors for Vet
erans' Employment and Training and Assist
ant State Directors for Veterans' Employ
ment and Training in section 2003 of this 
title. 

"(2) The duties of local veterans' employ
ment representatives shall include provid
ing, or facilitating the provision of, counsel
ing services to veterans who, pursuant to 
section 5(b)(3) of the Veterans' Job Train
ing Act (Public Law 98-77; 29 U.S .. C 1721 
note), are certified as eligible for participa
tion under such Act.". 

<2> The item relating to such section in 
the table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 41 is amended to read as follows: 
"2004. Local veterans' employment repre-

sentatives.". 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-(1) Except as provid

ed in paragraph <2>. the amendments made 
by subsection <a> shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2)(A) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsec
tion <a> of section 2004 of title 38, United 
States Code <as added by the amendment 
made by subsection (a)(l)) shall take effect 
on October 1, 1987. 

<B> Paragraph <3> of such subsection <as 
so added> shall take effect with respect to 
assignments made after the thirtieth day 
following the date of enactment of this Act. 

<b> BunGETING.-Section 2006(a) is amend
ed-

< 1) in the fifth sentence-
( A) by inserting "and the assignment of 

local veterans' employment representatives 
under section 2004 of this title" after 
"title"; and 

<B> by striking out "sectJon" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "sections"; and 

(2) by amending the sixth sentence to 
read as follows: "Each budget submission 
with respect to such funds shall include sep
arate listings of the proposed number, by 
State, of disabled veterans outreach pro
gram specialists appointed under section 
2003A of this title and local veterans em
ployment representatives assigned under 
section 2004 of this title, together with in-
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formation demonstrating the compliance of 
such budget submission with the funding re
quirements specified in the preceding sen
tence.". 
SEC. 4. PERFORMANCE OF LOCAL VETERANS' EM

PLOYMENT REPRESENTATIVES AND 
DISABLED VETERANS' OUTREACH 
PROGRAM SPECIALISTS. 

<a> Chapter 41 is amended by inserting 
after section 2004 the following new section: 
"2004A. Performance of disabled veterans' 
outreach program specialists and local vet
erans' employment representatives 

"(a)(l) The Secretary shall develop, and 
provide for the implementation and applica
tion of, standards for the performance of 
disabled veterans' outreach program special
ists appointed under section 2003A of this 
title and local veterans' employment repre
sentatives assigned under section 2004 of 
this title and shall monitor the activities of 
such specialists and representatives. 

"<2> Such standards shall be designed to 
provide for-

"<A> in the case of such specialists, the ef
fective performance at the local level of the 
duties and functions of such specialists 
under section 2003A<b> and <c> of this title, 

"<B> in the case of such representatives, 
the effective implementation at the local 
level of the duties and functions of such 
representatives under section 2004(c) of this 
title, and 

''(C) the monitoring and rating activities 
prescribed by subsection (b) of this section. 

"(b)(l) State Directors of Veterans' Em
ployment and Training and Assistant State 
Directors of Veterans' Employment and 
Training shall regularly monitor the per
formance of such specialists and representa
tives through the application of such stand
ards. 

"(2) A State Director of Veterans' Em
ployment and Training, or such Director's 
designee, shall formally participate (by sub
mitting recommendations and comments> in 
each annual performance rating of a dis
abled veterans' outreach program specialist 
or local veterans' employment representa
tive.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 41 is 
amended by adding at the end the follow
ing: "2004A. Performance of disabled veter
ans' outreach program specialists and local 
veterans' employment representatives.". 
SEC. 5. INJ<'ORMATION REGARDING POTENTIAL EM-

PLOYERS. 

Section 2005 is amended-
(1) by inserting "(a)" before "All"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subsection: 
"(b) For the purpose of assisting the Sec

retary and the Administrator in identifying 
employers with potential job training oppor
tunities under the Veterans' Job Training 
Act <Public Law 98-77; 29 U.S.C 1721 note> 
and otherwise in order to carry out this 
chapter, the Secretary of Defense shall pro
vide to the Secretary of Labor and to the 
Administrator < 1 > not more than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sub
section, the then-current list of employers 
participating in the National Committee for 
Employer Support of the Guard and Re
serve, and <2> thereafter, on the fifteenth 
day of each month, updated information re
garding the list.". 
Sfo:C. 6. CJ.ARIJo'ICATION OJo' RESPONSIBILITIES OF 

EMPLOYMENT SERVICE PERSONNEL. 

(a) STATE AND ASSISTANT STATE DIRECTORS 
FOR VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING.
Section 2003(c) is amended-

(1) in clause <1>. by inserting ", including 
the program conducted under the Veterans' 
Job Training Act (Public Law 98-77; 29 
U.S.C. 1721 note>" after "programs"; and 

(2) in clause <2>. by inserting "and other
wise to promote the employment of eligible 
veterans and eligible persons" after "oppor
tunities". 

(b) DISABLED VETERANS' OUTREACH PRo
GRAM SPECIALISTS.-Section 2003A(c) is 
amended-

<1> in clause (4), by inserting "<including 
part C of title IV of the Job Training Part
nership Act <29 U.S.C. 1501 et. seq.))" after 
"programs"; 

(2) in clause (6), by inserting "(including 
part program conducted under Veterans' 
Job Training Act <Public Law 98-77; 29 
U.S.C. 1721 note»" after "programs"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(9) Provision of counseling services to 
veterans with respect to veterans' selection 
of and changes in vocations and veterans' 
vocational adjustment.". 
SEC. 7. NATIONAL VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT AND 

TRAINING SERVICE INSTITUTE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTE.-Chapter 

41 is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
"2011B. National Veterans' Employment 

and Training Service Institute 
"In order to provide for such training as 

the Secretary considers necessary and ap
propriate for the efficient and effective pro
vision of employment, job-training, place
ment, and related services to veterans, the 
Secretary shall establish and operate a Na
tional Veterans' Employment and Training 
Service Institute for the training of disabled 
veterans' outreach program specialists, local 
veterans employment representatives, and 
State and Assistant State Directors for Vet
erans' Employment and Training, and such 
other personnel involved in the provision of 
employment, job training, placement, or re
lated services as the Secretary considers ap
propriate.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 41 is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new item: 
"2011B. National Veterans' Employment 

and Training Service Insti
tute.". 

SEC. 8. SHARING OF INFORMATION REGARDING EM-
PLOYERS. 

Section 2008 is amended-
<1> by inserting "(a)" before "In"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subsection: 
"(b) The Administrator shall require each 

regional office of the Veterans' Administra
tion to provide to appropriate employment 
service offices and Department of Labor of
fices, as designated by the Secretary, on a 
monthly or more frequent basis the names 
and addresses of employers located in the 
area served by such regional office that 
offer a program of job training which has 
been approved by the Administrator under 
section 7 of the Veterans' Job Training Act 
<Public Law 98-77: 29 U.S.C 1721 note).". 
SEC. 9. VETERANS' JOB TRAINING ACT AMEND-

MENTS. 
(a) PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYERS.-The second 

sentence of section 8<a><l> of the Veterans' 
Job Training Act <Public Law 98-77: 29 
U.S.C. 1721 note) is amended to read as fol
lows: "Subject to section 5(c) and paragraph 
<2>. the amount paid to an employer on 
behalf of a veteran shall be-

"<A> in the case of a program of job train
ing of 4 or more months duration-

"(i) for the first 4 months of such pro
gram, 30 percent of the product of <I> the 
starting hourly rate of wages paid to the 
veteran by the employer <without regard to 
overtime or premium pay), and <II> the 
number of hours worked by the veteran 
during such months; 

"(ii) for any period after the first 4 
months, 50 percent of the product of <I> the 
actual hourly rate of wages paid to the vet
erans by the employer (without regard to 
overtime or premium pay), and <II> the 
number of hours worked by the veteran 
during that period; and 

"(iii) upon the veteran's successful com
pletion of the program, the amount that 
would have been paid, above the amount 
that was paid, for such first 4 months pur
suant to subclause <D if the percentage spec
ified in subclause (i) of this clause were 50 
percent rather than 30 percent; and 

"(B) in the case of a program of job train
ing of less than 4 months duration-

"<D for the months prior to the final 
scheduled month of the program, 30 percent 
of the product of <I> the starting hourly 
rate of wages paid to the veteran by the em
ployer <without regard to overtime or pre
mium pay), and <ID the number of hours 
worked by the veteran during the months 
prior to such final scheduled month; 

"(ii) for the final scheduled month of the 
program, 50 percent of the product of <I> 
the actual hourly rate of wages paid to the 
veteran by the employer <without regard to 
overtime or premium pay), and <II> the 
number of hours worked by the veteran 
during that month; and 

"(iii) upon the veterans' successful com
pletion of the program, the amount that 
would have been paid, above the amount 
that was paid, for the months prior to the 
final scheduled month of the program pur
suant to subclause <D of this subclause if 
the percentage specified in subclause <D 
were 50 percent rather 30 percent. 

(b) COUNSELING.-Section 14 of SUCh Act is 
amended by striking out subsection (b) and 
iserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(b) The Administrator and the Secretary 
shall jointly provide for-

"(1) a program under which a case manag
er is assigned to each veteran participating 
in a program of job training under this Act 
and periodic <not less than monthly) con
tact is maintained with each such veteran 
for the purpose of <A> avoiding unnecessary 
termination of employment, (B) referring 
the veteran to appropriate counseling, if 
necessary, and <C> facilitating the veteran's 
successful completion of such program; 

"(2) a program of counseling services <to 
be provided pursuant to subchapter IV of 
chapter 3 of this title and sections 612A, 
2003A, and 2004 of this title) designed tore
solve difficulties that may be encountered 
by veterans during their training under this 
Act; and 

"(3) a program of information services 
under which <A> each veteran who enters a 
program of job training under this Act and 
each employer participating under this Act 
is informed of the supportive services and 
resources available to the veteran (i) 
through Veterans' Administration counsel
ing and career development activities <espe
cially, in the case of a Vietnam-era veteran, 
readjustment counseling services under sec
tion 612A of title 38, United States Code> 
and under part C of title IV of the Job 
Training Partnership Act <29 U.S.C. 1501 et 
seq.), and (ii) through other appropriate 
agencies in the community, and <B> veterans 
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and employers are encouraged to request 
such services whenever appropriate. 

"(c) Before a veteran who voluntarily ter
minates from a program of job training 
under this Act or is involuntarily terminat
ed from such program by the employer may 
be eligible to be provided with a further cer
tificate, or renewal of certification, of eligi
bility for participation under this Act, such 
veteran must be provided by the Adminis
trator with appropriate vocational counsel
ing in light of the veteran's termination.". 

(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 16 of such Act is amended-

(!) by inserting after the first sentence 
the following new sentence: "There is also 
authorized to be appropriated, in addition 
to the appropriations authorized by the pre
ceding sentence, $60,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1988 and 1989 for the purpose of 
making payments to employers under this 
Act."; 

<2> in the final sentence, by striking out 
"1988" and inserting "1991". 

(d) DEADLINES FOR VETERANS' APPLICATIONS 
AND ENTRY INTO TRAINING.-Section 17 of 
such Act is amended to read as follows: 

"SEc. 17. <a> Assistance may not be paid to 
an employer under this Act-

"( 1 > on behalf of a veteran who initially 
applies for a program of job training under 
this Act after June 30, 1989; or 

"<2> for any such program which begins 
after December 31, 1989.". 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
5(b)(3)(A) of such Act is amended by strik
ing out "The" at the beginning of the first 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof "Sub
ject to section 14(c), the". 

(f) DATA ON PARTICIPATION.-Section 15 of 
such Act is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(f) The Secretary shall, on a not less fre
quent than quarterly basis, collect from the 
heads of State employment security agen
cies and State Directors for Veterans' Em
ployment and Training information avail
able to such heads and Directors, and de
rived from programs carried out in their re
spective States, with respect to the numbers 
of veterans who receive counseling services 
pursuant to section 14, are referred to em
ployers participating under this Act, partici
pate in programs of job training under this 
Act, and complete such programs.". 
SEC. 10. REVISIONS OF NOMENCLATURE 

(a) SECRETARY OF LABOR.-(1) Section 2001 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"<7> The term 'Secretary' means the Sec
retary of Labor.". 

<2> Sections 2002A, 2003(a), 2003A<a><l> 
and (d), 2005(a) <as redesignated by the 
amendment made by section 5(1)), 2006(a), 
2007, 2008(a) <as redesignated by the 
amendment made by section 8( 1) ), 2009 and 
2010(b) are amended by striking out "Secre
tary of Labor" each place it appears and in
serting in lieu thereof "Secretary". 

(b) ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR FOR 
VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING.-( 1) 
Sections 2000, 2002, 2003A(a)(l), (3), and <5> 
and <d>. 2006<a> and (d), 2009(a)(l), and 
2010(b) are amended by inserting "and 
Training" after "Assistant Secretary of 
Labor for Veterans' Employment" each 
place it appears. 

<2HA> The heading of section 2002A is 
amended to read as follows: 
"2002A. Assistant Secretary of Labor for 

Veterans' Employment and 
Training". 

<B> The item relating to such section in 
the table of sections at the beginning of 

Chapter 41 is amended to read as follows: 
"2002A. Assistant Secretary of Labor for 
Veterans' Employment and Training.". 

(C)(l) STATE AND ASSISTANT STATE DIREC
TOR FOR VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT AND TRAIN
ING.-Section 2003 and 2003A(b)(2) are 
amended by inserting "and Training" after 
"State Director for Veterans' Employment" 
and "Assistant State Director for Veterans' 
Employment", respectively, each place 
those terms appear. 

<2><A> The heading of section 2003 is 
amended to read as follows: 
"2003. State and Assistant State Directors 

for Veterans' Employment and 
Training", 

(B) The item relating to such section in 
the table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 41 is amended to read as follows: 
"2003. State and Assistant State Directors 

for Veterans' Employment and 
Training.". 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 
Chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, I am today submitting an 
amendment to S. 999, the proposed 
"Veterans' Employment and Training 
Amendments of 1987." Joining me as 
cosponsors of this measure are my 
good friends and fellow committee 
members, the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. MATSUNAGA], Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI], and West Virginia [Mr. 
RocKEFELLER]. This substitute amend
ment to S. 999-a bill which I intro
duced on April 9, 1987, to improve vet
erans' employment, job training, and 
counseling services and programs 
under chapter 41 of title 38, United 
States Code, and the Veterans' Job 
Training Act [V JTAl-would modify 
the bill so as to add provisions to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1988 and fiscal year 1989 for VJTA 
and to extend the deadlines governing 
application and entry into job training 
programs under V JTA, as well as make 
certain technical changes and correc
tions in existing provisions in the bill. 

Mr. President, on April 9, I made a 
detailed statement, beginning on page 
S 5031 of the RECORD, explaining the 
provisions of S. 999, which this amend
ment would modify. Rather than 
again describe these provisions, for an 
explanation of them I would refer my 
colleagues to my introductory state
ment on S. 999. Thus, the balance of 
my remarks will be directed to the 
changes to that measure that are pro
posed in this amendment. 

AUTHORIZATION OF VJTA APPROPRIATIONS 
First, Mr. President, in order to pro

vide for the continuation of V JTA, 
this legislation would amend section 9 
of S. 999 to add a new subsection (c) to 
authorize V JTA appropriations of $60 
million for each of the fiscal years 
1988 and 1989. It had been my inten
tion originally to include this authori
zation of appropriations in S. 999 
along with the various VJTA program 
reforms proposed in the bill. Unfortu
nately, however, the authorization was 
inadvertently omitted in the drafting 
of the measure. 

Mr. President, this funding would 
enable approximately 40,000 addition
al veterans to participate in V JTA job 
training programs over the next 2 
fiscal years. At present, except for the 
remainder of a modest amount of 
funds-$471,000-available to this pro
gram from deobligated moneys result
ing from early terminations of individ
ual veterans' job training programs, 
funding for this program was exhaust
ed a number of months ago. With 
regard to the deobligated moneys, I 
am very pleased that in February offi
cials of the Department of Treasury 
reversed an earlier determination that 
these funds, which were originally ap
propriated in fiscal year 1984, could 
not be spent after the end of fiscal 
year 1986. However, the funds thus to 
be made available for reobligation by 
the end of fiscal year 1987-up to $8 
million-will soon be absorbed entirely 
by providing an estimated 1,500 veter
ans with job training opportunities. 
Meanwhile, more than 20,600 veterans 
are currently certified and eager to 
participate in V JT A. 

As part of an effort to provide addi
tional funding in fiscal year 1987, I 
joined earlier this year with my good 
friend from West Virginia [Mr. RocKE
FELLER], in introducing S. 553, the pro
posed "Veterans' Job Training Act Ex
tension of 1987," which includes a pro
vision to extend through fiscal year 
1987 and fiscal year 1988 the as-yet
unutilized portion-$30 million-of the 
fiscal year 1986 authorization of ap
propriations for VJTA. More recently, 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee in
corporated the provisions of S. 533 in 
section 106 of S. 477, as reported on 
March 18, 1987, the proposed "Home
less Veterans' Assistance Act of 1987," 
which the Senate passed on March 31. 
Also, on April 9 the Senate again 
passed the provisions of title I of S. 
477 as reported, which includes section 
106, as title IX of H.R. 558, the pro
posed "Urgent Relief For the Home
less Act." Efforts are underway in 
both bodies now to add $30 million in 
fiscal year 1987 supplemental appro
priations pursuant to this Senate
passed authorization. 

Mr. President, I am very hopeful 
that we will succeed in promptly en
acting the extension of the authoriza
tion of V JTA appropriations for fiscal 
year 1987, as would be authorized in S. 
477 and H.R. 558, and for the next 2 
fiscal years, as would be authorized by 
S. 999, as amended by this measure
as well as the actual appropriations so 
greatly needed to revitalize this impor
tant job training program and to sus
tain its operations in the coming years. 

OTHER PROVISIONS 
Second, Mr. President, in light of 

the authorization of fiscal year 1988 
and 1989 appropriations, this measure 
would add a new subsection (d) to sec
tion 9 of S. 999 to amend section 17 of 
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V JT A in order to extend the deadlines 
for eligible veterans to apply for train
ing and to enter into job training pro
grams. Under this bill as amended, 
these deadlines would be changed 
from July 2, 1987, to June 30, 1989, 
and from January 2, 1988, to Decem
ber 31, 1989, respectively. 

Finally, Mr. President, a number of 
proposed minor corrections to the ex
isting provisions of S. 999 are included 
in this amendment. The title of S. 999 
would be amended to include counsel
ing-thus, renaming the bill the "Vet
erans' Employment, Training, and 
Counseling Amendments of 1987"-in 
recognition of the array of job coun
seling services under chapter 41 of 
title 38 and the increased emphasis on 
the provision of such services in V JT A 
that would be mandated by S. 999. In 
addition, section 4(a)(2) of S. 999, re
quiring the participation of Assistant 
State Directors of Veterans' Employ
ment and Training in annual evalua
tions of Local Veterans' Employment 
Representatives [LVER'sl, would be 
amended. Specifically, the State Direc
tor of Veterans' Employment and 
Training or his or her designated rep
resentative, rather than the Assistant 
State Directors, would be charged with 
responsibility for participating in the 
annual ratings of LVER's, and the re
sponsibility to participate in the per
formance ratings would be expanded 
to include the ratings of Disabled Vet
erans' Outreach Program specialists 
[DVOP'sl. These proposed changes re
flect the fact that some States do not 
have Assistant State Directors of Vet
erans' Employment and Training and 
the need for increased accountability 
with respect to DVOP's as well as to 
LVER's. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, the provisions in S. 
999, as they would be modified by this 
amendment, would enhance in numer
ous and important ways V JT A and the 
job counseling, training, and place
ment services available to our Nation's 
veterans. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support S. 999, as proposed to be 
amended. 

ACREAGE DIVERSION PROGRAM 
FOR WINTER WHEAT 

BOSCHWITZ <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 161 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ <for himself, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. KARNES, Mr. DURENBERGER, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. DAN
FORTH, and Mr. McCONNELL) proposed 
an amendment to the bill <H.R. 1157) 
to provide for an acreage diversion 
program applicable to producers of 
the crop of winter wheat harvested in 
1987, and otherwise to extend assist
ance to farmers adversely affected by 
natural disasters in 1986; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new sections: 

SOYBEAN PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS 

SEc. 6. (a) Effective for the 1987 through 
1990 crops of soybeans, section 201<D of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(i)) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: "This 
paragraph shall not apply to the marketing 
year for the 1987 crop of soybeans."; 

<2> in paragraph (3)-
<A> in subparagraph <A>. by striking out 

"If" and all that follows through "may" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "In the case of each 
of the 1987 through 1990 crops of soybeans, 
the Secretary shall"; and 

<B> in subparagraph <B>. by striking out 
"If" and all that follows through "the Sec
retary shall" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The Secretary shall"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"(7)(A) The Secretary may, for each of 
the 1987 through 1990 crops of soybeans, 
make payments available to producers who, 
although eligible to obtain a loan or pur
chase agreement under paragraph ( 1 ), agree 
to forgo obtaining such loan or agreement 
in return for such payments. 

"(B) A payment under this paragraph 
shall be computed by multiplying-

"(i) a loan deficiency payment equal to 
the difference between-

"(!) the loan payment rate; and 
"(II) the prevailing world market price for 

soybeans as determined by the Secretary; by 
"<ii> the quantity of soybeans the produc

er is eligible to place under the loan. 
"<C) Payments to a producer under this 

paragraph shall be made-
"(i) as soon as possible after the certifica

tion of eligible soybeans has been provided 
by the producer and after the producer 
waives the right to place the soybeans under 
the loan program; and 

"(ii) at the option of the Secretary, in the 
form of in-kind negotiable certificates in 
such manner as the Secretary determines 
appropriate to enable the producer to re
ceive payments in an efficient, equitable, 
and expeditious manner so as to ensure that 
the producer receives the same total return 
as if the payments had been made in cash. 

"(D) Producers shall have the option of 
taking a loan deficiency payment on any 
part of eligible production at any time 
during which a nonrecourse loan could be 
obtained, and on which production such 
payment has not been made, without fore
going such option on the balance of the eli
gible production. 

"(E) To avoid overpayments, the Secre
tary may require an accounting of soybeans 
for which a loan deficiency payment has 
been made before issuing another loan defi
ciency payment to the same producer. 

"<F> The producers of soybeans placed 
under loans that are outstanding on the 
date of enactment of this paragraph may, at 
the option of the Secretary, for a reasonable 
time period established by the Secretary, re
ceive a loan deficiency payment in exchange 
for repaying such loan and interest. 

"(8) If a producer is permitted to repay a 
loan for a crop of soybeans under this sub
section at a level that is less than the full 
amount of the loan, the Secretary shall sup
port the price of cottonseed at such level as 
the Secretary determines will cause cotton
seed to compete on equal terms with soy
beans on the market.". 

(b) Section 1001<2><B><v> of the Food Se
curity Act of 1985 <7 U.S.C. 1308(2)(B)(v)) is 
amended-

< 1 > by striking out "or rice" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "rice or soybeans"; and 

<2> by striking out "or 101A<b>" and in
serting in lieu thereof ",101A<b>. or 
201(i)(7)". 

SUNFLOWER MARKETING LOAN PROGRAM 

SEc. 7. Effective for the 1987 through 1990 
crops of sunflowers, section 201 of the Agri
cultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1446) is 
amended-

< 1) in the first sentence, by inserting "sun
flowers," after "soybeans,"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(1)(1) The Secretary shall make available 
to producers loans and purchases for each 
of the 1987 through 1990 crops of sunflow
ers at such level as the Secretary deter
mines will take into account the historical 
oil content of sunflowers and soybeans and 
not result in excessive total stocks of sun
flowers taking into consideration the cost of 
producing sunflowers, supply and demand 
conditions, and world prices for sunflowers, 
except that such level may not be less than 
8% cents per pound. 

"(2) If the Secretary reduces the level of 
loans and purchases for a crop of soybeans 
under subsection (i)(2), the Secretary may 
reduce the level of loans and purchases for 
the crop of sunflowers under paragraph < 1) 
by the amount the Secretary determines is 
necessary to maintain domestic and export 
markets for sunflowers, except that the 
level of loans and purchases may not be re
duced by more than 5 percent in any year. 
Any reduction in the loan and purchase 
level for sunflowers under this paragraph 
shall not be considered in determining the 
loan and purchase level for sunflowers for 
subsequent years. 

"(3)(A) The Secretary shall permit a pro
ducer to repay a loan made under para
graph ( 1) for a crop at a level that is the 
lesser of-

"(i) the loan level determined for such 
crop; or 

"(ii) the prevailing world market price for 
sunflowers, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(B) The Secretary shall prescribe by reg
ulation-

"(i) a formula to define the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers; and 

"(ii) a mechanism by which the Secretary 
shall announce periodically the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers. 

"<4> For purposes of this subsection, the 
marketing year of sunflowers shall be pre
scribed by the Secretary by regulation. 

"<5><A> The Secretary shall make a pre
liminary announcement of the level of price 
support for sunflowers for a marketing year 
not earlier than 30 days before the begin
ning of the marketing year. 

"(B) The Secretary shall make a final an
nouncement of such level not later than 30 
days after the beginning of the marketing 
year with respect to which the announce
ment is made. The final level of support 
may not be less than the level of support 
provided for in the preliminary announce
ment. 

"(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary shall not require par
ticipation in any production adjustment 
program for sunflowers or any other com
modity as a condition of eligibility for price 
support for sunflowers.". 
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SALE OF AGRICULTURAL NOTES AND OTHER 

OBLIGATIONS 

SEc. 8. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture, 
under such terms as the Secretary may pre
scribe, shall sell notes and other obligations 
held in the Rural Development Insurance 
Fund established under section 309A of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act <7 U.S.C. 1929a> in such amounts as to 
realize additional net proceeds sufficient to 
offset any additional outlays incurred as the 
result of the amendments made by sections 
6 and 7. 

(b) Consistent with section 309A<e> of 
such Act, any sale of notes of other obiga
tions, as described in subsection <a>, shall 
not alter the terms specified in the note or 
other obligation, except that, on sale, a note 
or other obligation shall not be subject to 
section 333<c> of such Act <7 U.S.C. 1983<c». 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, each institution of the Farm Credit 
System shall be eligible to purchase notes 
and other obligations held in the Rural De
velopment Insurance Fund and to service 
<including the extension of additional credit 
and all other actions necessary to preserve, 
conserve, or protect the institution's inter
est in the purchased notes or other obliga
tions>, collect, and dispose of such notes and 
other obligations, subject only to such terms 
and conditions, as may be agreed to by the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the purchasing 
institution and as may be approved by the 
Farm Credit Administration. 

<d> Prior to selling any note or other obli
gation, as described in subsection <a>, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall require per
sons offering to purchase the note or other 
obligation to demonstrate-

< 1 > an ability or resources to provide such 
servicing, with respect to the loans repre
sented by the note or other obligation, that 
the Secretary determines is necessary to 
ensure the continued performance on the 
loan; and 

<2> the ability to generate capital to pro
vide the borrowers of the loan such addi
tional credit as may be necessary in proper 
servicing of the loans. 

DASCHLE AMENDMENT NO. 162 
Mr. DASCHLE proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 1157, supra; as 
follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN LANDS AS WETLANDS 
UNDER WATER BANK ACT 

SEc. . The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
designate as "wetlands", for purposes of sec
tion 3 of the Water Bank Act < 16 U.S.C. 
1302), areas in the Kingsbury. Hamlin, 
Lake, Miner, Brookings, and Codington 
Counties of the State of South Dakota that 
suffered from floods in 1986: Provided, that, 
notwithstanding the designation of such 
lands as wetlands, total payments to owners 
and operators under the Water Bank Pro
gram for lands in the State of South Dakota 
shall not exceed $1,243,000 during fiscal 
year 1987. 

DOLE (AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 163 

Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. GRASS
LEY, and Mr. KARNES) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1157, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

ETHANOL COST EFFECTIVENESS STUDY 

SEc. . <a> The Secretary of Agriculture 
shall establish a panel to conduct a study of 
the cost effectiveness of ethanol production. 

(b) The panel shall consist of 7 members 
appointed by the Secretary, of which-

(1) 4 members shall be persons who are 
representatives of-

<A> feed grain producers; 
<B> feed grain processors; 
<C> members of associations involved in 

the production and marketing of ethanol; 
and 

<D> other related industries or institutions 
of higher education, or both; and 

(2) no more than 2 of the remaining 3 
members shall be employees of the Federal 
government. 

<c> The panel shall-
< 1) review and assess the economics and 

cost of production factors involved in the 
manufacture of ethanol in modern ethanol 
production facilities; 

<2> assess ethanol technology, production, 
and marketing advances that have enabled 
the ethanol industry to grow rapidly since 
the inception of the industry in 1980; 

<3> assess the economic impact on United 
States agriculture from fuel ethanol produc
tion from United States agricultural com
modities; 

< 4 > review and analyze the tradeoffs be
tween Federal production and marketing in
centives for fuel ethanol and other agricul
tural programs designed to enhance farm 
income and control agricultural production; 

(5) analyze the effect on the agricultural 
economy resulting from increasing levels of 
ethanol production, including increased em
ployment, increased tax receipts, expanded 
economic activity, export potential of resid
ual products, and net costs or savings; 

<6> provide an analysis of the impact fuel 
ethanol production has on agricultural 
prices and farm income; and 

(7) analyze the effect of increased ethanol 
production on the balance of trade, energy, 
security, and air quality in the United 
States. 

<d> Not later than 90 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the panel shall 
submit a report describing the results of the 
study to the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives, the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
of the Senate, and the Secretary of Agricul
ture. 

DOLE <AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 164 

Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. CocH
RAN, Mr. GRASSLEY and Mr. KARNES) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1157, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

MARKETING LOAN REPORT 

SEc. . If a marketing loan program is not 
established for the 1987 crop of wheat, feed 
grains, and soybeans under sections 
107D<a><5>. 105C(a)(4), and 201(i)(3) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 <7 U.S.C. 1445b-
3(a)(5), 1444e(c)(4), and 1446(i}(3)) before 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Agriculture, no later than July 1, 
1987, shall submit to the Committee on Ag
riculture of the House of Representatives 
and to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry of the Senate, a report 
that contains-

( 1 > a statement of the reasons for not es
tablishing marketing loan programs for the 

1987 crop of wheat, feed grains, and soy
beans; 

(2) a comparison of-
<A> the cost of the price support and pro

duction control programs for the 1987 crop 
of wheat, feed grains, and soybeans; and 

<B> the cost of such programs if such mar
keting loan programs were established; 

<3> an analysis of the effectiveness of the 
existing marketing loan programs for cotton 
and rice; 

< 4 > a comparison of-
<A> the effectiveness of the current mar

keting loan programs for cotton and rice; 
and 

<B> the effectiveness of marketing loan 
programs that could be established by the 
Secretary for wheat, feed grains, and soy
beans; and 

(5) an analysis of whether the generic cer
tificate program established by the Secre
tary produces the same effect on the price 
of exported grain as would be achieved by 
establishing marketing loan programs. 

CONRAD AMENDMENT NO. 165 
Mr. CONRAD proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 1157, supra; as 
follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SUNFLOWER PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM 

Sec. -. Effective for the 1987 through 
1990 crops of sunflowers, section 201 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446) is 
amended-

( 1 > in the first sentence, by inserting "sun
flowers," after "soybeans,"; and 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"( 1><1 > The Secretary may support the 
price of sunflowers through loans and pur
chases for each of the 1987 through 1990 
crops of sunflowers at such level as the Sec
retary determines will take into account the 
historical price relationship between sun
flowers and soybeans, the prevailing loan 
level for soybeans, and the historical oil 
content of sunflowers and soybeans, except 
the level of loans and purchases may not be 
less than 8 112 cents per pound. 

"(2)(A) The Secretary may permit a pro
ducer to repay a loan made under para
graph (1) for a crop at a level that is the 
lesser of-

"(i} the loan level determined for such 
crop; or 

"(ii) the prevailing world market price for 
sunflowers, as determined by the Secretary. 

"<B> If the Secretary permits a producer 
to repay a loan in accordance with subpara
graph <A>, the Secretary shall prescribe by 
regulation-

"(i} a formula to define the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers; and 

"(ii) a mechanism by which the Secretary 
shall announce periodically the prevailing 
world market price for sunflowers. 

"(3) If producers are permitted to repay 
loans for a crop of soybeans under subsec
tion (i} at a level that is less than the full 
amount of the loan, the Secretary shall-

"(A) make loans and purchases available 
for the crop of sunflowers in accordance 
with paragraph <1>; and 

"<B> permit producers to repay loans for 
the crop in accordance with paragraph <2>. 

"(4)(A) The Secretary may, for each of 
the 1987 through 1990 crops of sunflowers, 
make payments available to producers who, 
although eligible to obtain a loan or pur
chase agreement under paragraph < 1 ), agree 
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to forgo obtaining such loan or agreement 
in return for such payments. 

"(B) A payment under this paragraph 
shall be computed by multiplying-

"(i) the loan payment rate; by 
" (ii) the quantity of sunflowers the pro

ducer is eligible to plant under loan. 
"(C) For purposes of this paragraph, the 

loan payment rate shall be not less than the 
amount by which-

" (i) the loan level determined for such 
crop under paragraph < 1 >; exceeds 

"<ii) the level at which a loan may be 
repaid under this subsection. 

"<D> At the option of the Secretary, pay
ments to a producer under this paragraph 
shall be made in the form of cash or negoti
able certificates redeemable for any agricul
tural commodity owned by the Corporation, 
or any combination thereof. 

"(5) For purposes of this subsection, the 
marketing year of sunflowers shall be pre
scribed by the Secretary by regulation. 

"<6><A> The Secretary shall make a pre
liminary announcement of the level of price 
support for sunflowers for a marketing year 
not earlier than 30 days before the begin
ning of the marketing year. The announced 
level shall be based on the latest informa
tion and statistics available at the time of 
the announcement. 

"<B> The Secretary shall make a final an
nouncement of such level as soon as com
plete information and statistics are avail
able on prices for the 5 years preceding the 
beginning of the marketing year. Such final 
level of support may not be announced later 
than 30 days after the beginning of the mar
keting year with respect to which the an
nouncement is made. The final level of sup
port may not be less than the level of sup
port provided for in the preliminary an
nouncement. 

"(7) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary shall not require par
ticipation in any production adjustment 
program for sunflowers or any other com
modity as a condition of eligibility for price 
support for sunflowers.". 

DOLE (AND GRASSLEY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 166 

Mr. DOLE <for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1157, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

EMERGENCY COMPENSATION FOR 1986 CROP OF 
FEED GRAINS 

HEFLIN <AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 167 

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. HEFLIN, for 
himself, Mr. BOREN, and Mr. BUMPERS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1157, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following 
new section: 

SUPPLEMENTAL PEANUT AND SOYBEAN 
PAYMENTS 

SEc. 7. Section 633<B><a><5><B)(ii) of the 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Relat
ed Agencies Appropriations Act, 1987, as in
cluded in section 101(a) of Public Laws 99-
500 and 99-591, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new sentence as follows: Not
withstanding the preceding language of this 
clause with respect to the 1986 crops of pea
nuts and soybeans, with respect to produc
ers of such commodities whose 1985 plant
ings were prevented or below normal levels 
because of rotation practices carried out by 
such producers, the limitation shall be 
based upon the historical plantings of such 
commodities as determined by the local 
committee established under section 8<b> of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act <16 U.S.C. 590h(b)): 

Provided, That the supplemental pay
ments authorized by the enactment of this 
sentence may be made only to the extent 
such payments are provided for in advance 
in an appropriation Act: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision 
of Public Laws 99-500 and 99-591, applica
tions for such payments shall be filed by 
May 31, 1987.". 

On page 4, line 20, strike out "section 5" 
and insert in lieu thereof "sections 5, 6, and 
7" . 

STAR SCHOOLS PROGRAM 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 168 
Mr. KENNEDY proposed an amend

ment to the bill <S. 778) to authorize a 
star schools program under which 
grants are made to educational tele
communications partnerships to devel
op, construct, and acquire telecom
munications facilities and equipment 
in order to improve the instruction of 
mathematics, science, and foreign lan
guage, and for other purposes; as fol
lows: 

On page 12, line 1, strike out "nonprofit". 

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 169 
Section 105C(c)<l)(D) of the Agricultural Mr. KENNEDY (for Mr. BINGAMAN) 

Act of 1949 <7 u.s.c. 1444e<c><l><D» is proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
amended- 778, supra; as follows: 

<I> in clause <ii), by striking out "market- On page 11, line 18, before the comma 
ing year for such crop" and inserting in lieu insert the following "or elementary and sec
thereof " first 5 months of the marketing ondary schools operated for Indian children 
year for the 1986 crop and the marketing by the Department of the Interior eligible 
year for each of the 1987 through 1990 under section 1ll(d)(2) of the Elementary 
crops."; and and Secondary Education Act of 1965". 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new clause: 

" (iii) Notwithstanding any other provision NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
of law, established price payments for the SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 
1986 crop of feed grains under this subpara
graph shall be payable in the form of nego
tiable certificates redeemable for a commod
ity owned by the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration.". 

MANAGEMENT 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Subcommit
tee on Oversight of Government Man
agement, Committee on Governmental 

Affairs, will hold a hearing on over
sight of value engineering programs in 
Federal agencies on Wednesday, April 
29, at 9:30 a.m. in room 342 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 

announce that the Committee on 
Rules and Administration will meet in 
SR-301, Russell Senate Office Build
ing, on Wednesday, April 29, 1987, at 9 
a.m., to consider an original bill to au
thorize appropriations for the Federal 
Election Commission for fiscal year 
1988. The committee will also be mark
ing up S. 2, the "Senatorial Election 
Campaign Act of 1987". 

For further information concerning 
this meeting, please contact Jack 
Sousa, elections counsel for the Rules 
Committee, on 224-5648. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on 
Monday, the Department of the Inte
rior issued its final report on the 
future management of the 1.9-million
acre coastal plain of the Arctic Nation
al Wildlife Refuge, Alaska. 

Section 1002 of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act 
[ANILCAJ directed the Department of 
the Interior to prepare and transmit a 
report to Congress which describes the 
fish and wildlife resources of the 
coastal plain; identifies and estimates 
the volume and extent of potential hy
drocarbon resources; assesses the po
tential impacts of exploration and de
velopment; discusses transportation of 
oil and gas; discusses the national need 
for domestic sources of oil and gas; 
and recommends whether further ex
ploration, development, and produc
tion of oil and gas should be allowed. 

On the basis of the information con
tained in the final report, the Secre
tary of the Interior has recommended 
that the Congress enact legislation di
recting the Department to conduct an 
orderly and environmentally sensitive 
oil and gas leasing program for the 
coastal plain. 

Mr. President, I am well aware that 
many other individuals, both in and 
out of the Congress, do not share the 
Secretary's conclusions with regard to 
oil and gas leasing in this area. Serious 
concerns have been raised about the 
potential adverse impacts of oil and 
gas production and development on < 1) 
the Porcupine caribou herd and other 
wildlife; (2) native subsistence activi
ties; (3) air and water quality; and (4) 
wilderness values of the coastal plain. 

Pursuant to ANILCA, it is now up to 
Congress to decide where we go from 
here. The coastal plain is closed to fur
ther exploration and development for 
oil and gas unless the Congress specifi
cally acts to open the area. 

To begin this decisionmaking proc
ess, I am announcing today the sched
uling of 4 days of oversight hearings 
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on the Department's final report. 
These hearings will be conducted on 
June 2, 4, 8, and 11. The hearings will 
begin each day at 9:30 a.m. and con
clude at approximately 12 noon. The 
hearings will be held in room SD-366 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 
Should you wish information about 
testifying, submitting a statement, or 
other information, please contact Tom 
Williams at (202) 224-7145. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PROJECTION FORCES AND 
REGIONAL DEFENSE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Projection Forces and Re
gional Defense of the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, April 23, 1987, at 12 p.m. to 
mark up projection forces and regional 
defense portions of the fiscal years 
1988 and 1989 authorization legisla
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC FORCES AND 
NUCLEAR DETERRENCE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Strategic Forces and Nucle
ar Deterrence of the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, April 23, 1987, at 2 p.m. to 
mark up strategic forces and nuclear 
deterrence portions of the fiscal years 
1988 and 1989 authorization legisla
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, April 23, 1987, at 
3:15 p.m. to markup fiscal year 1988 
foreign assistance legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on April 23, 1987, at 10 a.m. 
and 2:30 p.m. to hold hearings on in
telligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGING 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Aging, of the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, April 23, 
1987, at 2:30p.m. to conduct a hearing 
on reauthorization of the Older Amer
icans Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING 
REPORT 

e Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I 
hereby submit to the Senate the 
budget scorekeeping report for this 
week, prepared by the Congressional 
Budget Office in response to section 
308(b) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, as amended. This report 
was prepared consistent with standard 
scorekeeping conventions. This report 
also serves as the scorekeeping report 
for the purposes of section 311 of the 
Budget Act. 

This report shows that current level 
spending is under the budget resolu
tion by $3.9 billion in budget author
ity, but over in outlays by $13.3 billion. 

The report follows: 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, April20, 1987. 

Hon. LAWTON CHILES, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1987. The estimat
ed totals of budget authority, outlays, and 
revenues are compared to the appropriate 
or recommended levels contained in the 
most recent budget resolution, S. Con. Res. 
120. This report meets the requirements for 
Senate scorekeeping of Section 5 of S. Con. 
Res. 32 and is current through April 10, 
1987. The report is submitted under Section 
308(b) and in aid of Section 311 of the Con
gressional Budget Act, as amended. At your 
request this report incorporates the CBO 
economic and technical estimating assump
tions issued on January 2, 1987. 

No changes have occurred since the last 
CBO report. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

EDWARD M. GRAMLICH, 
Acting Director. 

CBO WEEKLY SCOREKEEPING REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
100TH CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION, AS OF APR. 10, 1987 

[Fiscal year 1987-in billions of dollars] 

Budget authority ..... 
Outlays 
Revenues ..... 
Debt subject to limit 
Direct loan obligations ................... 
Guaranteed loan commitments 

Current 
level 1 

1,089.5 
1,008.3 

833.9 
2,255.0 

42.5 
140.5 

Budget 
resolution 
(S. Con. 

Res. 
120) 

1,093.4 
995.0 
852.4 

2 2,322.8 
34.6 

100.8 

Current 
level +/ 

resolution 

- 3.9 
13.3 

- 18.5 
- 67.8 

8.0 
39.8 

1 The current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending 
effects (budget authority and outlays) of all legislation that Congress has 
enacted in this or previous sessions or sent to the President for his approval. 
In addition, estimates are included of the direct spending effects for all 
entitlement or other programs requiring annual appropriations under current law 
even though the appropriations have not been made. The current level of debt 
subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on public debt 
transactions. 

2 The current statutory debt limit is $2,300 billion (Public Law 99-509). 

FISCAL YEAR 1987, SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR CBO WEEKLY 
SCOREKEEPING REPORT, U.S. SENATE, 100TH CONGRESS, 
1ST SESSION, AS OF APR. 10, 1987 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays Revenues 

Enacted in previous sessions: 
Revenues ............................... ............................... 833,855 

Per~~nj;~st funr.~~~~~~~~-~.. 720,451 638,771 
Other appropriations .... 542,890 554,239 
Offsetting receipts ................. -185,071 -185,071 

Total enacted in previous 
sessions ..... 1,078,269 1,007,938 833,855 

II. Enacted this session: 
Water Quality Act of 1987 

(Public law 100-4) ......... . 
Emergency Supplemental for 

the Homeless (Public Law 

suJ~~-6 tiiiiisiiOrtaiiiiii""aiid '' 
Relocation Act (Public 
law 100-17) ................... .. 

Technical corrections to 
FERS Act (Public Law 
100-20) ... 

Total enacted this session ... 

-4 -4 

- 7 -1 .. ... 

10,466 - 80 

1 

- 84 10,456 
========== 

Ill. Continuing resolution authority 
IV. Conference agreements ratified 

by both Houses 
V. Entitlement authority and other 

mandatory items requiring fur-
ther appropriation action: 

Special milk .............. .. 
Veterans compensation .......... .. 
Readjustment benefits ............ . 
Federal unemployment bene-

fits and allowances_ ............ . 
Advances to the unemploy-

ment trust fund • .............. . 
Payments to health care 

trust funds 1 ........... . .. 

Family social services ............ .. 
Medical facilities guarantee 

and loan fund .................... . 
Payment to civil service re

tirement and disability 

6 
173 

9 

33 

(3) 

(224) 
110 

3 . 

33 

(3) ......... 

(224) 

fund 1 ................................. (33) (33) 
Coast Guard retired pay .......... 3 3 
Civilian agency pay raises ....... 358 373 
Replenishment of disaster 

relief funds 2 ...... ........ .... ... 57 50 .. .... .. . 
------------------

Total entitlements.... 754 467 

Total current level as of 
April 10, 1987 ....... 1,089,479 1,008,321 833,857 

19~~sb~~~)t ___ re~~l_u_ti.~~- .. ~.S. ... ~~: .. __:1 ,_09...:3,_35_0 ___ 9_9...:.S,o_oo ___ 85...:2,...:40_0 

Amount remaining: 
Over budget resolu-

tion ... ........... ...... ............ . 
Under budget reso-

lution ........ 3,871 

1 lnterfund transactions do not add to budget totals. 
2 Included at request of Senate Budget Committee. 
Note. -Numbers may not add due to rounding.e 

13,321 

18,543 

THE PITTSBURGH THREE 
RIVERS REGATTA: "THE NO. 1 
EVENT IN THE NO. 1 CITY" 

• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, the 
Pittsburgh Three Rivers Regatta-a 
weekend extravaganza of water, land, 
and air entertainment-celebrates the 
waterways that are vital to the eco
nomic and recreational health of the 
city and our region of Pennsylvania. 
This free, family oriented event, which 
attracts over a half-million spectators 
each year, will celebrate its lOth anni
versary this August, in what many 
have called the No. 1 event in the No. 
1 city. 

The Pittsburgh Three Rivers Regat
ta was founded in 1978 by Eugene F. 
Connelly, who has been its president 
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and general chairman ever since. Mr. 
Connelly was responsible for assemb
lying the regatta's operating commit
tee, which includes the Gateway Clip
per Fleet, Pittsburgh History and 
Landmarks Foundation, Port Author
ity of Allegheny County, and the city 
of Pittsburgh-all of which still par
ticipate in planning the annual event. 

In the past 10 years, the Three 
Rivers Regatta has become a Pitts
burgh tradition. Pittsburgh's water 
festival activity actually dates back to 
1949, when Jones & Laughlin Steel 
Corp. raced its steamboat William 
Armous Jones against United States 
Steel Corp.'s vessel The Homestead on 
the water surrounding what is now 
Point State Park. Since that steam
boat race 38 years ago, water activities 
and festivals have occurred along the 
Monongahela, Allegheny, and Ohio 
Rivers. 

The Three Rivers Regatta became 
the Nation's first international water 
festival in 1982 when the city of Pitts
burgh and the regatta hosted the 
Champion Spark Plug Grand Prix, the 
first Formula One powerboat race in 
America. This premiere U.S. event 
served as the prototype for successful 
nationwide tours the past 4 years. 

The regatta includes a variety of 
colorful events: 

The Great Mid-American Stern
wheel Race-a nostalgic, authentic 
sternwheel boat competition that fea
tures a variety of paddle boats racing 
12 to 13 miles per hour on Pittsburgh's 
rivers. 

The Anything That Floats Race
costumed crews of 10 to 20 partici
pants design, construct, and power 
original crafts on Pittsburgh's rivers. 
Sometimes termed "the most bizarre 
event in The Three Rivers Regatta," 
Anything That Floats has featured 
such entries as "Swan River Ballet" 
with grown men in tutus and "Here's 
to the Lady," a patriotic entry that 
featured a 7-foot-tall statue of Lady 
Liberty next to a New York skyline. 

The Great American High Dive 
Team-some of the Nation's leading 
professional high dive champions pro
vide entertaining feats while plunging 
into the Allegheny River. 

A Spine-Tingling Air Show-a 
unique event that features a wing 
walker, stunt aerobatics and the U.S. 
Army's Golden Knight's sports para
chute team. 

Other events include St. Brendan's 
International Cup Race featuring 
rowing teams from Boston, New York, 
Annapolis, and Washington, DC; celeb
rity aqua bike races; a water ski show; 
a lighted boat parade and grand deco
rated boat parade; and a spectacular 
hot air balloon race. National and 
local corporate sponsors make these 
events possible and media partners 
add excitement and provide publicity. 

The Pittsburgh Three Rivers Regat
ta continues to enhance the city's re-

gional and national image by focusing 
on the gift the rivers present to Pitts
burgh and by educating residents and 
visitors about the importance of Pitts
burgh's rivers to the local economy, 
recreation, and industry in America's 
most livable city. 

Since 1984, the Three Rivers Regat
ta has been a member of the Interna
tional Festival Association, an organi
zation of the finest festivals from 
around the world. 

Mr. President, I hope that all inter
ested Americans will take the opportu
nity this year or in the future-to visit 
and take advantage of the unique rec
reational and cultural opportunity 
presented by the Three Rivers Regat
ta.e 

THE ENSLEY FELLOWSHIP IN 
ECONOMIC POLICY 

• Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, more 
years ago than I care to recall, I grad
uated from the University of Washing
ton with a degree in economics. While 
I supplemented that training with a 
legal education, I have always believed 
that economics gave me a good deal of 
the background I needed to go on and 
make a career of public service. Well, I 
have recently heard about another 
University of Washington economics 
graduate who has made a contribution 
to the public welfare while staying 
true to that most dismal of sciences 
and most demanding of academic disci
plines. 

Grover Ensley, who did his under
graduate work in economics at the 
University of Washington, served in 
the Bureau of the Budget under Presi
dents Roosevelt and Truman and then 
came to Capitol Hill in 1949 to become 
the executive director of the Joint 
Economic Committee until 1949. After 
leaving the committee, Dr. Ensley held 
a number of positions including the 
presidency of both the National Asso
ciation of Mutual Savings Banks and 
the International Savings Bank Insti
tute. In keeping with his training and 
his commitment to service, Dr. Ensley 
has now decided to create an endowed 
fellowship in economics at the Univer
sity of Washington. 

That decision will, I believe, add 
luster to an already distinguished aca
demic department; it will also be in 
keeping with Dr. Ensley's interest in 
both the field of economics and the 
future of our economy. I applaud his 
decision and congratulate both Dr. 
Ensley and the University of Washing
ton on the occasion of the creation of 
the Ensley Fellowship in Economic 
Policy.e 

GEOGRAPHY AWARENESS WEEK 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New Jersey has been widely recognized 
for his scholarship and expertise on so 

many subjects. In an April 21, 1987, 
op-ed article in the Washington Post, 
the columnist James J. Kilpatrick 
cites the characteristically insightful 
thinking of the Senator from New 
Jersey with respect to education. Spe
cifically, his emphasis on the impor
tance of geography in our Nation's 
schools. Simply put: our children must 
know both from whence they came 
and where they go-geography teach
es them this. If they are to lead this 
Nation into the 21st century, they 
must be aware of the world in which 
they live. Thanks to our distinguished 
colleague from New Jersey, they will. 

Mr. President, I commend this arti
cle to the attention of the Senate, and 
ask that it be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Apr. 21, 1987] 

LOST IN GEOGRAPHY 

[By James J. Kilpatrick] 
Let us hear it for Bill Bradley, the senior 

Senator from New Jersey! The hooray is not 
for his prospective candidacy for the White 
House, though the Democrats couldn't do 
much better. Neither is this a cheer for his 
uncommon good sense in matters of tax
ation. Let's hear it for Bradley's resolution 
to declare "Geography Awareness Week." 

That's right. The long, tall gentleman 
from Denville wants to set aside the week of 
Nov. 15-21 to direct national attention 
toward the revival of a subject that has all 
but disappeared from most of our public 
schools. He came to the floor of the Senate 
on March 17 loaded with depressing news. 

He cited, by way of example, a survey 
taken in January of 5,000 high school sen
iors in eight major cities. Brace yourself. 
Twenty-five percent of the students tested 
in Dallas could not identify the country 
that borders the United States on the south. 
In Boston, 39 percent of the students could 
not name the six New England states. 

Brace yourself again. In Baltimore, 45 per
cent of those tested could not respond cor
rectly to this instruction: "On the attached 
map, shade in the area where the United 
States is located." Nearly half of the stu
dents in Hartford could not name even 
three countries in Africa. Forty percent of 
those in Kansas City could not name three 
countries in South America. 

Bradley had another survey, this one 
taken by the University of North Carolina 
in 1984. This was a survey not of high 
school seniors, but of college students. 
Fewer than half of them, when asked to 
identify the two largest states, could name 
Texas and Alaska. Almost 80 percent 
couldn't think of the two smallest states. 

The senator had even gloomier tidings to 
report. He cited two surveys by The New 
York Times, one taken in 1950, the other in 
1984. Thirty-seven years ago, 84 percent of 
the college students knew that Manila was 
the capital of the Philippines. In 1984, only 
27 percent responded correctly. Almost 70 
percent of these students could not name 
even one country in Africa between the 
Sahara and South Africa. The situation 
grows worse, not better. 

Said Bradley: "This news is not only 
shocking; it is frightening. We depend on a 
well-informed populace to maintain the 
democratic ideals which have made our 
country great. When 95 percent of some of 
our brightest college students cannot locate 
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Vietnam on a world map, we must sound the 
alarm. We cannot expect to be a world 
leader if our populace doesn't even know 
who the rest of the world is!" 

Amen to all that, and again, amen. Fifty 
or 60 years ago, when some of us were plow
ing through the public schools, we got great 
chunks of geography. We had whole books 
on the subject-fascinating books, filled 
with pictures of exotic lands. We learned 
about the Tigris and the Euphrates, about 
rice in China and coffee in Brazil and wind
mills in the Netherlands. We colored maps. 
For some reason, France was always blue. 
The first time I flew to Paris, and looked 
out the window, I confidently expected to 
see an azure landscape down below. It was 
mostly green, which was the color for Peru. 

As I recall, we concentrated at one point 
on North America. This must have been 
about the fifth grade. The textbook offered 
Mexicans in serapes and sombreros, Eski
mos in fur hats beside improbable igloos. 
We had to memorize the state capitals, and 
some of these were tough. Remembering 
the capitals of Washington, Kentucky and 
North Dakota wasn't easy. 

Geography was a wonderful subject! I 
don't know that we ever got deeply into eco
nomic geography, but we learned a good 
deal about people and places. Some of it was 
trivial: name a mountainous country famed 
for yodeling. Some of it made an impact: 
Why is the Mississippi muddy, and what 
does this tell us of soil erosion? 

Bradley is right when he warns that the 
decline of geography in our schools will 
have serious consequences in years to come. 
The globe dwindles. The planet shrinks. I 
was 6 years old when Lindbergh flew to 
France. It seemed an unbelievable adven
ture. Now the unbelievable becomes routine. 
Satellites and supersonic planes have turned 
strangers into neighbors. Our children and 
grandchildren ought to get to know them 
better. 

Bradley's awareness week may get no 
more attention than most of the special 
weeks beloved of Congress, but if his resolu
tion prompts even a few states into restor
ing geography to its old eminence, the 
effort will be worthwhile. What are the 
principal crops of Mexico? If our kids don't 
know, they ought to find out.e 

BIG CYPRESS NATIONAL 
PRESERVE 

e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, April 21, 1987, the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
filed the report to accompany S. 90, a 
bill to add lands to the Big Cypress 
National Preserve in Florida <S. Rept. 
100-45). 

At the time the report was filed, the 
Congressional Budget Office had not 
submitted its budget estimate regard
ing this measure. The committee has 
since received this communication 
from the Congressional Budget Office, 
and I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The material follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, April21, 1987. 
Ron. J. BENNETT JoHNSTON, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natu

ral Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional 
Budget Office has prepared the attached 
cost estimate for S. 90, the Big Cypress Na
tional Preserve Addition Act of 1987. 

If you wish further details on this esti
mate, we will be pleased to provide them. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

EDWARD M. GRAMLICH, 
Acting Director. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 
ESTIMATE 

1. Bill number: S. 90. 
2. Bill title: Big Cypress National Preserve 

Addition Act of 1987. 
3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the 

Senate Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, April 8, 1987. 

4. Bill purpose: S. 90 would establish the 
Big Cypress National Preserve Addition, 
comprising approximately 136,000 acres ad
jacent to the preserve's current boundaries 
in the State of Florida. The bill would direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to acquire and 
develop the Addition and would authorize 
the appropriation of such sums as may be 
necessary for this purpose. 

5. Estimated cost to the Federal Govern
ment: 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars] 

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

land acquisition 
expenses: 1 

Estimated 
authorization level ... 44.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Estimated outlays ........ .0 10.4 12.7 13.9 5.4 2.0 
Related technical and 

administrative 
expenses: 2 

Estimated 
authorization level ... 1.3 2.0 1.4 1.1 .7 .7 

Estimated outlays ....... 1.3 2.0 1.4 1.1 .7 .7 
Payments in lieu of taxes: 

Estimated 
authorization level . .2 .5 .8 .9 

Estimated outlays ... .2 .5 .8 .9 
Total estimated Federal 

cost: 
Estimated 

authorization level ... 45.7 2.0 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.6 
Estimated outlays .. .. .... 1.3 12.4 14.3 15.5 6.9 3.6 

1 Includes 80 percent of total estimated purchase price of land and related 
relocation expenses-net of severance damages, based on the assumption that 
funds for these costs will be appropriated in full during fiscal year 1987 and 
expended within 5 years of enactment. 

2 Includes estimated annual expenses to administer the addition beginning in 
1989. These costs are estimated to be under $0.1 million in the first year, 
rising to about $0.5 million a year by 1992. 

The costs of this bill fall within budget 
function 300 and 850. 

Basis of estimate: For purposes of this es
timate, CBO has assumed that S. 90 will be 
enacted and initial appropriations provided 
by July 1, 1987 and that the full sums esti
mated to be required will be appropriated in 
each fiscal year as shown in the above table. 
Funding levels for land acquisition and re
lated expenses have been estimated on the 
basis of information obtained from the Na
tional Park Service <NPS), the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service <USFWS> and the State of 
Florida, adjusted to reflect CBO's technical 
assumptions and a July 1, 1987 enactment 
date. 

Section 5 would limit federal expendit ures 
for land acquisition under the bill to 80 per
cent of total acquisition costs. This section 

defines "total costs" to mean total acquisi
tion costs for the project <which CBO as
sumes to include any relocation expenses re
quired under Public Law 91-646) less any 
costs incurred by the U.S. and Florida de
partments of transportation for severance 
damages resulting from the construction of 
Interstate 75. CBO estimates total acquisi
tion costs under this definition to be about 
$54 million, of which $43 million would be 
borne by the Department of the Interior. 
Resulting federal outlays would be incurred 
during fiscal years 1988 through 1992. 

In addition, annual federal appropriations 
would be required to cover technical and ad
ministrative expenses relating to the acqui
sition, including appraisal services, mapping, 
and in-house oversight. These expenses are 
expected to add about $6 million to total 
costs over the five-year period. 

Finally, enactment of S. 90 would result in 
an additional appropriation requirement for 
federal payments in lieu of taxes <PILT> 
made under Public Law 94-565. Outlays for 
PILT payments are dependent on the rate 
of federal land acquisition and on annual 
appropriations actions, which are often not 
sufficient to cover the entire obligation. 
CBO estimates that full funding of the 
PILT requirement would result in an in
crease in outlays of up to $0.2 million in 
fiscal year 1989, rising to up to $1 million by 
1993 and then falling until they reach $0.1 
million a year. For purposes of this esti
mate, it has been assumed that payments 
would be made on the 133,600 acres trans
ferred from private ownership and would 
not be constrained by limitations on PILT 
payments associated with county population 
size. If population estimates are factored in, 
estimated PILT outlays would be likely to 
fall; however, at this time, CBO does not 
have sufficient information to make such a 
calculation. 

No costs for development of recreational 
access or facilities have been included above. 
These costs, which are expected to be mini
mal, would most likely be borne by the 
state. Similarly, additional administrative 
costs for the report required under Section 
6 of the bill are not expected to be signifi
cant. 

Possible savings in total acquisition costs 
that might be achieved through a pending 
land exchange with a large private landown
er have not been incorporated in this esti
mate. While S. 90 would specifically permit 
both intra- and interstate land exchanges as 
methods of acquisition, any interstate ex
change such as the one currently under ne
gotiation would require Congressional ap
proval under separate legislation and is thus 
beyond the scope of this estimate. However, 
if the exchange is approved, federal costs 
for land acquisition within the Addition's 
boundaries could be largely eliminated. The 
project's " total cost" <i.e. , total value of do
nated or exchanged land plus cash pur
chases less damages) would still be about 
$54 million. However. federal outlays would 
be limited to the cash purchase of small par
cels located west of the Preserve and to re
imbursements to the state for its donations. 
This assumes that Florida would purchase 
the remaining private acreage north of the 
Preserve and would donate that land and 
about 2,400 acres it already owns to the De
partment of the Interior. The federal gov
ernment would then reimburse Florida for 
80 percent of the value of its donation, less 
20 percent of t he value of federally acquired 
lands. An equalization payment that would 
be received as part of the land exchange 
agreement would more than offset the re-
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suiting $4 million in federal outlays. Thus, 
if this land in exchange were to be consum
mated, the federal government would have 
net receipts from the land acquisition proc
ess of $46 million. 

6. Estimated cost to State and local gov
ernments: Under the provisions of Section 5, 
the State of Florida would incur 20 percent 
of total net acquisition costs, or about $11 
million. Because Florida's share require
ment may be met through donations of 
state-owned land, its cash outlays may be 
lower. Annual outlays for related technical 
expenses or for the development of recre
ational or subsurface access are not expect
ed to add significantly to the state's budget. 

7. Estimate comparison: None. 
8. Previous CBO estimate: None. 
9. Estimate prepared by: Deb Reis. 
10. Estimate approved by: C.G. Nuckols 

<for James L. Blum, Assistant Director for 
Budget Analysis.>• 

RICHARD HOPPER 
• Mr. HECHT. Mr. President, I wish 
to take this opportunity to bring to 
the attention of my colleagues the ex
cellent work of a Nevadan who works 
for the Environmental Protection 
Agency. Indeed, I take great pride in 
recognizing EPA radiation specialist 
Richard Hopper for his unsurpassed 
dedication in his work in Eastern 
Europe following the nuclear reactor 
accident in the Soviet Union last year. 
I feel Richard's efforts and devotion to 
duty reflect great credit upon himself, 
EPA, and our Nation. 

Richard's knowledge of radiation 
stems from many years of firsthand 
experience at the EPA Las Vegas Lab
oratories and Nevada test site in 
southern Nevada. His career began in 
1967, when, at 23 years old, Richard 
accepted an assignment as a radiation 
monitorist with the Public Health 
Service, a division of the former De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. His duties at that time were 
similar to those he performs today: to 
monitor radioactivity and radiation 
levels and study the associated envi
ronmental impacts. After 4 years with 
the Public Health Service, and a short 
period in the private sector, Richard 
joined the newly-established EPA radi
ation team in 1973, where he has since 
worked in various radiation related 
fields. 

In 1979, 4 years after joining EPA, 
Richard was called to Three Mile 
Island in Pennsylvania following the 
partial meltdown of the nuclear reac
tor. As part of EPA's informal emer
gency response team, he assisted in 
the long-term recovery program and 
the monitoring of radon levels to de
termine when the area would again be 
safe for human occupancy and normal 
operations. 

Although the experience at Three 
Mile Island was eventful for Hopper, it 
proved to be a mere preparation for 
what was to come seven years later in 
Eastern Europe. The terrible news of 
the nuclear accident at Chernobyl was 
accompanied by many cries of concern 

from Americans living in the countries 
affected by the explosion's radioactive 
fallout. U.S. diplomatic missions in 
Poland, Hungary, and Bulgaria wanted 
U.S. experts to determine whether 
evacuation of U.S. women and chil
dren in those countries was necessary. 
Accordingly, the State Department re
sponded to their pleas by asking Rich
ard Hopper, EPA's radiation expert, to 
do the job. 

So, with little hesitation, Richard 
caught the red-eye flight to Washing
ton for an official briefing before 
heading abroad. And, · on May 3, 1986, 
Richard arrived in Warsaw and began 
demonstrating that he is not only an 
expert in radiation analysis, but also 
that he possesses a gift of selfless con
cern for all people. His working days 
stretched easily to 18 hours in length 
as he provided personal attention to 
pregnant women and other concerned 
individuals. Additionally, before Rich
ard left Poland, he briefed consular 
staffs and families in Kracow and 
Poznan, visited with students and 
staffs at the schools attended by 
United States and British Embassy 
children, and set up a monitoring 
system at the Embassy which he then 
trained the staff to use and maintain 
after his departure. 

I think the U.S. Ambassador to 
Poland best described Richard Hop
per's performance when he wrote to 
the Secretary of State saying, "His 
superb technical competence was per
haps expected, but he proved to be 
equally well qualified and adept at 
dealing with press inquiries, explain
ing his findings, reassuring worried 
mission members, and maintaining an 
invariably cooperative and cheerful at
titude through long and very intensive 
workdays. He ... earned our unani
mous admiration and respect." Secre
tary of State Shultz later wrote that 
Richard "worked with tireless effort 
and engaging good humor, visiting 
many posts in a short time. Both he 
and his support group in Las Vegas de
serve special commendation." 

Mr. President, Richard Hopper has 
now returned to his normal functions 
at the Environmental Protection 
Agency, which he carries out in an ex
emplary fashion. I would like to thank 
him for his fine services to Nevada, 
our Nation, and the world. I feel quite 
privileged to have the opportunity to 
acknowledge Richard's work. I am 
proud to count him as a Nevadan, and 
I would like to close by wishing him 
and his wife, Jacki, the best of luck in 
the future. 

60TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAP
ITAL PARK AND PLANNING 
COMMISSION 

e Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, on 
April 26, 1987, the Maryland-National 
Capital Park Planning Commission 

[MNCPPCl will celebrate its 60th an
niversary. The Maryland General As
sembly created the commission in 1927 
and empowered it to acquire, develop, 
maintain, and administer a regional 
system of parks in Prince Georges and 
Montgomery Counties. Over the next 
60 years MNCPPC played an instru
mental role in meeting the needs of 
residents in Prince Georges and Mont
gomery Counties for parks and recre
ational facilities. 

The Maryland General Assembly 
also presented the commission with 
the charge of preparing and adminis
tering a general plan for the physical 
development of a regional district. 
This was a significant responsibility 
given the growth that was to take 
place over the next decades in the 
Maryland counties adjacent to our Na
tion's Capital. 

The commission-a bicounty 
agency-administers an extensive park 
system of over 42,700 acres that is 
used by the 1.3 million people who 
reside in Montgomery and Prince 
Georges Counties. They, the users, can 
attest to the outstanding park system 
that ranges from the small neighbor
hood park to the regional park consist
ing of thousands of acres offering a 
wide variety of recreational activities. 

The Maryland-National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission has made 
significant contributions to the State 
of Maryland in the fields of planning, 
parks, and recreation. It also has been 
nationally recognized for its achieve
ments. Three times-in 1973, 1977, and 
1984-MNCPPC was awarded the pres
tigious National Gold Medal Award 
for "excellence in park and recreation 
management" from the National 
Sports Foundation. In 1983 the foun
dation also recognized the Maryland
National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission by honoring it with the 
Special Recreation Gold Medal Award. 
This award was in special recognition 
of the Prince Georges Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Special Popula
tions Division, for "outstanding com
munity achievement for physically 
and mentally handicapped citizens." 
The American Planning Association 
has also cited the commission for its 
outstanding planning achievements. 

The work of the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commis
sion over the last 60 years is some
thing of which to be proud. These 
achievements are especially important 
to the citizens who live in Prince 
Georges and Montgomery Counties 
and who have enjoyed the park system 
with their families and friends over 
the years. I am certain that they join 
us in celebrating the 60th anniversary 
of the commission.• 
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MILWAUKEE BREWERS 

WINNING STREAK 
e Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Milwaukee 
Brewers who Monday broke the Amer
ican League record with 13 consecutive 
wins at the beginning of the baseball 
season. 

With relative youngsters like Rob 
Deer and Dale Sveum and the always 
dependable Robin Yount and Paul 
Molitor, the Brewers are leading the 
league in hitting. The young pitching 
staff no one thought would produce 
this quickly is already fifth in the 
American League, and has a no hitter 
to its credit. 

More than statistics, however, you 
have to admire their spirit. Last 
Sunday afternoon, for example, with 
the temperatures creeping into the 
80's the Brewers proved they could 
withstand the heat when they were 
down 4 to 1 to the Texas Rangers in 
the bottom of the ninth. Our team 
pulled off a miracle with two homers 
and won 6 to 4. After the game, 
Brewer Manager Tom Trebelhorn 
commented that the Milwaukee fans 
"really got our adrenaline flowing. We 
were down three runs and hadn't hit 
yet, but they were ready. They got us 
pumped up." 

The fans are supportive, and like the 
team, they come through in the 
clutch. Whether they win or lose, Wis
consin sports fans always support 
their teams. And even after last 
night's 7 to 1 loss against the Chicago 
White Sox, Milwaukee fans who made 
the trip to Chicago for the game paid 
tribute to their team with a 15-minute 
standing ovation. The State of Wiscon
sin has shown the rest of the United 
States that it has more to offer than 
dairy products, quality paper, manu
factured goods and a first-rate educa
tion system. 

There is much to be proud of in Wis
consin. 

The Green Bay Packers and the Mil
waukee Bucks demonstrated Wiscon
sin's winning ways in the sixties and 
seventies, and now the Brewers are 
continuing that tradition. They have 
carried that championship fever all 
the way to the front pages of newspa
pers, and top stories of radio and tele
vision stations around the country. 

All of this brings back memories of 
old Brewer greats like Tommy Harper, 
Kenny Sanders, George Scott, and 
Larry Hisle. 

In years past the Brewers have been 
referred to as "Harvey's Wallbangers," 
and "Bambi's Bombers." Now they are 
talking about "Trebelhorn's Troops." 
All in all, I am one person who is very 
proud of the "True Blue Brew Crew." 

Mr. President, I ask that the follow
ing articles be printed in the RECORD; 
an April 21 article from USA Today 
and an April 22 article from the Wash
ington Post. 

The articles follow: 

[From USA Today, Apr. 21, 19871 
BREWERS MIXING ALL THE RIGHT 

INGREDIENTS 
<By Mel Antonen) 

On opening day, veterans hobbled. Rook
ies were everywhere. Six other players had 
fewer than two years experience, and Mil
waukee was expected to continue its trend 
of sixth-place finishes. 

Through the first two weeks, the upstart 
Brewers are on a historic rampage, tying a 
major league record with 13 consecutive vic
tories. 

The Brewers were picked by many to 
finish last in the American League East. 

"We have to become positive about our 
team and our chances of staying in the 
race," veteran third baseman Paul Molitor 
said. 

The engineer of the Brewers' streak is 
rookie manager Tom Trebelhorn, a social 
science major and math minor who is a sub
stitute high school teacher in the offseason. 

Trebelhorn replaced the retiring George 
Bamberger with four games left in the 1986 
season. The Brewers won their last three 
games. 

The Brewers are young, but have a mix of 
veterans-Molitor, Cecil Cooper, Jim 
Gantner and Robin Yount-who played 
with the team when it won the American 
League championship in 1982. 

"We've done what we've had to and made 
few mistakes," Yount said. "That's what 
you need to put a streak together. 

"We just want to keep riding the wave." 
Whether it's math or manufacturing runs, 

Trebelhorn loves to teach. On the field, he 
stresses fundamentals. His lesson plan: Exe
cute, stay loose and have fun. 

The lessons are sinking in. 
The Brewers stole five bases in a game 

against Texas. Seven players are hitting .320 
or better. Left-handed pitcher Teddy Hi
guera is 3-0 and reliever Dan Plasec has five 
saves. 

Want more heroes? The Brewers take 
turns in the spotlight: 

Pitcher Juan Nieves, 22, pitched the first 
no-hitter in Brewers history when he beat 
the Baltimore Orioles 7-0. 

Outfielder Rob Deer, who was acquired by 
the Brewers from San Francisco in Decem
ber 1985, is hitting .391 with seven home 
runs and 17 RBI. 

He hit two home runs Sunday, including a 
three-run shot in the last of the ninth 
inning that tied the Rangers 4-4. His home 
run Saturday was the difference in a 4-3 vic
tory against Texas. 

Shortstop Dale Sveum hit the game-win
ning home run against Texas Sunday. He 
had a hit in each of the first 10 games and 
his average is .383. After making 30 errors at 
third base last season, he has none this 
season. 

Yount is hitting .333 with 11 RBI. His 
two-out diving catch in center field sealed 
Nieves' no-hitter. 

Rookie B.J. Surhoff and Bill Schroeder 
are the catchers. Surhoff's first major 
league home run gave the Brewers a 12-
inning, 12-11 victory against Boston in the 
third game. Schroeder is hitting .360. 

First baseman Greg Brock's heads-up de
fense against Boston was typical of the 
Brewers. 

With Marc Sullivan on first, Brock let 
Spike Owen's popped up bunt drop. He 
picked up the ball and turned it into a doub
leplay in the Brewer's first win. 

Billy Jo Robidoux hit a seventh-inning 
single to drive home Glenn Braggs with the 

game-winning run in the second win against 
Boston. 

Brewers fans have chanted "162-0," but 
the fast start doesn't automatically trans
late into a pennant. 

Out of the 13 teaxns that have started the 
season with at least eight consecutive victo
ries, only six went on to win the division or 
pennant. 

Only two, the 1955 Brooklyn Dodgers and 
1984 Detroit Tigers, won the World Series. 

Trebelhorn takes it all in stride: "I'm just 
sitting back and letting them play and 
having fun watching like everyone else." 

Club President Bud Selig gives general 
manager Harry Dalton credit for building 
the Brewers. 

"Harry stayed with it after some tough 
years after 1982," Selig said. "I don't know 
what's going to happen the rest of the year, 
but he's done an outstanding job." 

In the last three seasons, the Brewers 
have finished seventh, sixth and sixth. They 
are a long way from the AL East title. But 
they are a long way from the basement, too. 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 22, 1987] 
TREBELHORN'S TROOP COMMANDS ATTENTION 

(By Richard Justice> 
CHICAGO.-Tom Trebelhorn, the rookie 

manager of the Milwaukee Brewers, is 
standing in the middle of two dozen report
ers, who have now asked about his team, his 
philosophies, his divorce, his children, his 
hit-and-run signal and his superstitions <he 
doesn't have any, incidentially). 

In a scene that would have made Andy 
Warhol proud, 39-year-old Tom Trebelhorn, 
and unassuming substitute teacher from 
Portland, Ore., has become a very famous 
man in a very short period of time, one of 
the more intriguing and engaging stories on 
a very intriguing and engaging baseball 
team. 

The Milwaukee Brewers and their 13-0 
start before their first slip have made a 
country curious and a city fanatical. Ask 
George Webb, the Milwaukee fast-food man 
who's giving away 150,000 burgers in a 
Wednesday tribute to the Brewers. 

Ask any of the 30,000 fans who stood in 
line outside County Stadium to buy tickets 
last Thursday and Friday. Ask the Brewers, 
who boarded a bus near their stadium on 
Monday morning and watched in amaze
ment as hundreds of fans stood in line to 
buy tickets for this weekend's series with 
the Baltimore Orioles. 

Ask Trebelhorn, who held an optional 
early round of hitting Sunday morning and 
was amazed when every player showed up. 
When they finished, they went inside their 
clubhouse and had an Easter egg hunt, then 
went back out and eventually rallied for five 
ninth-inning runs to win No. 12. 

"You sit here and can't believe it's hap
pening," said first baseman Greg Brock, a 
shy man who suffered through four some
times painful seasons in Los Angeles as The 
Guy Who Replaced Steve Garvey on the 
Dodgers. "You come out of spring training, 
and you're feeling positive, but this ... It 
just seems to keep building." 

Or ask Bud Selig, the hyper owner of the 
Brewers, who says he keeps walking around 
asking himself, "Is this real? I keep pinch
ing myself, and I can't feel it. I'm not sure 
this is happening." 

The Brewers believe it is. Their pitching 
staff averages 25 years of age per man, and 
five of them have been clocked at 90 mph or 
better. What's more, they have first- or 
second-year players at catcher <B.J. Sur-
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hoff), shortstop <Dale Sveum> and right 
field <Glenn Braggs) and still haven't de
pleted a farm system that appears to be one 
of the game's five best. 

"One thing about our young players is 
that losing is strange to them," said center 
fielder Robin Yount, who at 31, with 13 
years in the major leagues, is one of the old 
men of the Brewers. "They came from win
ning minor league teams, and they expect to 
win. That kind of thing is contagious." 

Who are these guys who've taken the 
summer game by storm, averaging seven 
runs a night, hitting .330 with men on base 
and coming from behind seven times in 
those 13 games? 

They are Yount and Paul Molitor, the vet
eran millionaires and "the heart of this 
team," Trebelhorn said. "They play like 
kids, and that's very important for kids to 
see." 

They are baby-faced left-hander Dan 
Plesac, a 1983 first-round pick who failed as 
a starting pitcher after he was unable to de
velop an off-speed pitch to go with his dev
astating fastball and slider. 

The Brewers, desperate for a reliever to 
replace Rollie Fingers, moved Plesac to the 
bullpen, and last season at the age of 24, he 
became one of the best in the league <saving 
14 games and stranding 76 percent of his in
herited base runners>. This year, he leads 
the majors with five saves in seven appear
ances. 

They are Sveum, who made 30 errors in 91 
games, mostly at third base, last season. 
With Molitor coming back from an injured 
elbow, Sveum was supposed to be a utility 
infielder in 1987. Then starting shortstop 
Ernest Riles and backup Eddie Diaz both 
got hurt, and the job became Sveum's. 

Not only has he been a Cadillac defensive 
player, he hit .383 during the streak, and in
credibly, .500 with men on base. 

They are reliever Chuck Crim, who was 
brought to the major league camp this 
spring when 20-game winner Ted Higuera 
held out and John Henry Johnson got hurt. 
He not only earned a spot on the team, he 
has become an important part of the Brew
ers, helping bridge the middle innings be
tween the young starters and Plesac. A sink
erball specialist, Crim has a 0.66 ERA in five 
appearances. 

And they are 26-year-old outfielder Rob 
Deer, who spent eight seasons in the San 
Francisco Giants' system before being 
traded to the Brewers for two minor-lea
guers in late 1985. 

Given a chance to play for a team that 
didn't want to raise his average and shorten 
his stroke, Deer combined a .232 batting av
erage and 179 strikeouts with 33 homers and 
86 runs battled in last season. 

This year, he has been phenomenal, hit
ting .400 with seven homers and 17 RBI. 

GOOD SCOUTS 

None of this is to say things fell together 
for the Brewers in one miraculous spring. 
The hardest thing to judge about baseball is 
who is doing what in the areas of scouting 
and player development, and about a year 
ago, it became clear that no one had done a 
better job than the Brewers. 

As it turned out, even when their major 
league team was winning big in the early 
1980s. Milwaukee scouts were driving more 
miles and seeing more players more often 
than anyone else. The 1981-83 drafts- when 
the Brewers weren't picking especially 
high-brought starters Bill Wegman, Mike 
Birkbeck and Mark Ciardi, relievers Plesac 
and Crim, designated hitter Billy Jo Robi-

doux, infielders Sveum and Riles and right 
fielder Braggs. 

Baseball people who haven't drafted as 
well say the Brewers picked wisely because 
they were always picking high, but that was 
only the case with Yount, Molitor and 
catcher B.J. Surhoff, the first pick of the 
1985 draft. 

"We were on no particular timetable," 
said Brewers General Manager Harry 
Dalton, who has held similar positions with 
the Orioles in the 1960s and the California 
Angels in the 1970s. "Anyone who tells you 
they have a real specific blueprint is fooling 
themselves." 

THE MANAGER 

Of Trebelhorn, we now know that he does 
not drink, chew or curse, that he's addicted 
only to his daily runs and an occasional Tab. 
We know that each night before he leaves 
the clubhouse, he posts the next day's 
lineup, so that if a player needs extra time 
to think about a certain pitcher, he'll have 
it. 

We know that he began spring training by 
telling the Brewers something about having 
a businesslike approach to the game. There 
would be no clubhouse card games. There 
would be coats and ties worn on all trips. 
There would be limited time in the training 
room. 

We know that he communicates with his 
players. When the Brewers traded for Brock 
last winter, Trebelhorn's first phone call 
was to Cecil Cooper, the man Brock was to 
replace, Cooper says Trebelhorn phoned to 
say: I don't want you guessing about your 
role. You're not being phased out, so come 
to spring training ready to be the designat
ed hitter. 

"I appreciated that," Cooper said. 
Trebelhorn said he was just a guy trying 

to do a job the best way he knows how. 
"I can only do what I think is right," he 

said. "Sparky Anderson told me to be your
self and do what you think is right, and 
that's the best advice I've gotten." 

After managing Vancouver to the Pacific 
Coast League championship in 1985, Trebel
horn asked to be moved to Helena, Mont., in 
the rookie league, although it might have 
been easier to get from Vancouver to Port
land, where his three sons and ex-wife lived. 

Dalton agreed, then in 1986 when an ex
plosion ripped through the Brewers' spring 
clubhouse in Arizona, seriously burning 
third base coach Tony Muser, Dalton of
fered the job to Trebelhorn. And when man
ager George Bamberger retired in Septem
ber, Trebelhorn got another promotion. 

Dalton said he hired a man of "character, 
intelligence and patience. We had resisted 
rushing a lot of our kids to the majors, but 
we knew it was time for some of them. Tom 
had already managed most of them at Van
couver." 

Didn't he worry about hiring a man with
out experience? 

"Not really," he said. "I've hired about a 
dozen managers, and I'd say half of them 
had no big league experience." 

It was Dalton who first hired Earl 
Weaver, Bamberger, Buck Rodgers and 
Harvey Kuenn. Of Trebelhorn, he said, 
"This spring, he ran the most organized 
camp I've ever seen, and remember Earl 
Weaver ran a pretty good one." 

STRONG LEFT ARMS 

Higuera and Juan Nieves are the final two 
pieces of the puzzle. In the case of Higuera, 
a Fernando Valenzuela look-alike-and 
name-alike, whose full name is Teodoro Hi
guera Valenzuela-who is 35-19 after two 

seasons, the Brewers, like the Dodgers went 
the extra step. They had a tip about a 
young left-hander, and instead of dismissing 
the rumor, sent a scout to Mexico to see 
him. 

With Nieves, the deal is more complicated. 
A Puerto Rican, he was an undrafted free 
agent and was being sought by the Brewers, 
Toronto Blue Jays and New York Yankees. 
Most baseball people agree the Yankees of
fered more money, but the Brewers did a 
college-style recruiting job. Dalton says, 
"We also outlined everything we had in 
mind for his career. I think he was im
pressed by that, and by the fact we'd been 
talking to him longer." 

The rest was a matter of a few trades. The 
Deer deal was made "because we needed 
home runs," and it turned out to be one of 
the most lopsided ever made. The Brock 
trade was made because they needed a left
handed bat, and even though the price was 
highly regarded pitcher Tim Leary, "We felt 
we had some kids who could take his place," 
Dalton said. 

And veterans such as Cooper, Yount, Mo
litor and second baseman Jim Gantner 
bridge the 1982 American League champion
ship team with the gaps of 1987. 

"This is a miracle and a great American 
drama," Dalton said. "But it didn't just all 
happen by accident. We worked hard and 
did a lot of planning for this." 

Still, no one could expect this kind of 
start. No one could expect so many hits to 
fall at the right time or the Brewers to hit 
21 homers in 13 games or get game-winning 
RBI from seven different players. If the 
Brewers thought their young pitching 
might be decent, they certainly didn't 
expect relievers Plesac, Chris Bosio and 
Crim to have a combined 1.16 ERA on the 
morning of April 21. 

And then again ... 
"People say we've been lucky," Trebel

horn said, "and in a way that's true. But 
going into the hole and starting a double 
play is not luck. We're going to have a bad 
streak, but we're going to keep showing up. 
Who knows how we'll react? But I've seen 
enough of these guys to believe it won't be a 
problem.''e 

MOTHER'S PEACE DAY 
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on May 
7, Women's Action for Nuclear Disar
mament [WAND], Metropolitan De
troit Chapter, will celebrate Mother's 
Peace Day. There will be several 
events during the day, culminating in 
a special evening presentation at 
which time Lillian Genser, director of 
the Center for Peace and Conflict 
Studies, will receive WAND's first 
annual Mother's Peace Day award. 

It is no coincidence that WAND is 
observing this day so close to Mother's 
Day. Although many women made an 
effort to establish a regular observ
ance in honor of mothers, it was not 
until1915 that a national day was pro
claimed. However, as early as 1870, 
Julia Ward Howe of Boston called for 
an international meeting of women to 
consider their roles in ending wars. 
She became the first president of the 
American Branch of the Women's 
International Peace Association and a 
day was chosen for a "festival, a day 
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which would be called Mother's Day, 
and be devoted to the advocacy of 
peace doctrines-a time for women 
and children to come together; to meet 
in the country, invite the public, and 
recite, speak, sing and pray for those 
things that make for peace." 

Women working for peace is a year
round effort. I commend WAND for 
its ongoing work in this effort and for 
its recognition of Lillian Genser as an 
outstanding advocate for peace.e 

AFGHANISTAN: LETTERS FROM 
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 

e Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
last December the brutal Soviet occu
pation of Afghanistan entered its 8th 
year. The horrible condition of human 
rights in Afghanistan was recently de
scribed in a United Nations report as: 
"A situation approaching genocide." 

As chairman of the congressional 
task force on Afghanistan, I have re
ceived thousands of letters from Amer
icans across the Nation who are out
raged at the senseless atrocities being 
committed today in Afghanistan. 
Many of these letters are from Ameri
cans who are shocked at this Nation's 
relative silence about the genocide 
taking place in Afghanistan. 

In the weeks and months ahead, I 
plan to share some of these letters 
with my colleagues. I will insert into 
the RECORD two letters each day from 
various States in the Nation. Today, I 
submit two letters from the State of 
Illinois and ask that they be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The letters follow: 
WEST FRANKFORT, IL. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY. I recently read 
of the advance knowledge our country had
when Germany, under Hitler's dictatorship, 
persecuted the Jewish peoples-and we 
chose to take no action to save even the al
lowable immigrants. 

Please Senator, I was a very young man 
when the above took place but after gaining 
the present insight about what is happening 
in Afghanistan I can no longer claim the in
nocence of youth. 

Whatever happens good or evil on this 
planet is the collective responsibility of us 
all. If we continue to place our heads in the 
sands of time to hide from reality, how can 
we walk upright in the light of the relative 
freedom we know as Americans? 

We all say, "Never again", but we allow 
abortions daily, human beings are starving 
in Africa, more than a million died in Cam
bodia, and human beings are being slaugh
tered in Afghanistan-Now. 

Sir, please do what you can to get our 
heads out of the sand and into the light of 
compassion, dignity, and respect for the 
lives of our fellow planeteers. 

Respectfully, 
LARRY W. OGDEN. 

SANDWICH, IL. 
MY DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I recently 

read an article in the Reader's Digest about 
the atrocities being done to the people in 
Afghanistan by the Russians. By our keep
ing silent about it, we are also condoning 
these acts. I urge you to do everything you 

can to bring to the American public and 
your colleagues what is happening there 
and to let the Russians know we don't like 
what they are doing. I think we should put 
whatever pressure we can on the Russians 
to stop. 

Thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 

DORIS MILLER.e 

GUARANTEED JOB 
OPPORTUNITY ACT 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, recent
ly, we held our first hearing outside of 
Washington on S. 777, my proposal to 
guarantee a job opportunity to all 
Americans. 

The first hearing we held was in 
Rock Island, IL. It was interesting to 
note the support that we got from 
business, labor, and citizens, generally. 

There is an assumption, on the part 
of some people, that business will 
automatically be opposing the jobs 
program. 

My belief is, if we explain it proper
ly, we can secure the support of busi
ness. The statements by the represent
atives of Deere & Co. and the Quad 
Cities Chamber of Commerce are an il
lustration of that. 

Their statements are both excellent, 
and I ask to insert them in the REcORD 
at this point. 

The statements follow: 
ILLINOIS QUAD CITY CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE, 
Moline, IL, March 27, 1987. 

Hon. PAUL SIMON, 
U.S. Senator, Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Employment and Productivity. 
DEAR SENATOR SIMON: On behalf of the Il

linois Quad City Chamber of Commerce, I 
wish to express appreciation in the opportu
nity to present a statement regarding S. 777, 
the Guaranteed Job Opportunity Act, 
which you have recently introduced in the 
Senate. 

As you are aware, the Illinois Quad City 
Chamber of Commerce is an organization 
consisting of business representatives, pro
fessionals, and interested community citi
zens. Naturally, our organization is interest
ed in programs promoting the economic 
health and well-being of our community. 

With respect to S. 777, we concur with 
your view that it is more beneficial to pro
mote individual dignity and worth by devel
oping a program whereby one receives com
pensation for a positive contribution 
through meaningful employment, rather 
than doing nothing or starving. 

It is our hope that as S. 777 continues on 
its legislative journey, you and your fellow 
Senators and Congressmen strongly resist 
any attempts to convert this proposal into a 
"make work program". 

When one contemplates the condition of 
this nation's needs, in both the private and 
public sectors, a well constructed and ad
ministered program of providing meaningful 
employment opportunities for the thou
sands who are currently unemployed, be
cause they may lack required skills, cannot 
help but be beneficial in the long run. 

While there will be undoubtedly those 
who will view S. 777 as just another "liberal, 
do-good idea", if one seriously considers the 
existing expenditures in welfare, unemploy
ment compensation, and numerous other 

existing federal and state programs, the 
common sense approach taken in S. 777 
cannot be argued with. 

You are to be commended, Senator, for 
your initiative and leadership in proposing 
this legislation at a most critical point in 
our country's history. 

In the months to come, we will be watch
ing the reaction and progress this legisla
tion generates with your colleagues in Con
gress. As it approaches final form, we will 
offer more specific comments to help 
strengthen the final bill. 

Thank you for this opportunity to appear 
before you this morning and present our 
views on this most timely issue. 

Sincerely, 
ERIC F. SCHWARZ, 

President. 

GUARANTEED JOB OPPORTUNITY AcT 
Thank you, Senator Simon, it is a pleasure 

to see you again and we at Deere & Compa
ny add our welcome to you and your staff to 
the Quad Cities. I am Robert Anderson, 
Manager of Public Policy Planning at Deere 
& Company. Deere is the world's largest 
manufacturer and marketer of agricultural 
equipment, and also produces and sells a 
full time of industrial equipment and 
grounds care equipment. In the past few 
years we have also been establishing new 
lines of business to supplement our tradi
tional manufacturing enterprise including 
credit and insurance services, health main
tenance organization management, rotary 
engine research, and government sales. Our 
world headquarters are located here in 
Moline, Illinois. 

As we all know, the continuing five year 
economic recovery in this country has not 
been universally felt. This is particularly 
true here in our community. The Quad 
Cities have been severely affected by the 
downturn in the farm economy and the re
sulting loss of jobs in the farm equipment 
industry and other related agri-business op
erations. In addition, severe pressure from 
world-wide competition in the construction 
equipment industry in general has caused 
further economic problems here. 

With these circumstances as background, 
we are pleased to commend Senator Simon 
for his sincere and thoughtful efforts to 
find ways for others to help people help 
themselves. There is work here to be done 
and there are people willing to work. The 
proposed "Guaranteed Job Opportunity 
Act" is designed to match the people with 
the work. Though I understand S. 777 is not 
intended to be a permanent employment 
proposal, it should help people earn, as op
posed to simply receive, money while they 
continue to look for more permanent em
ployment. 

For our neighbors who have exhausted 
their regular unemployment compensation 
and other income supplements, the assist
ance provided by this proposal can be of 
great help and significance. While Deere 
hopes and works to assure that the need for 
such a program in the future may be mini
mal, we commend the Senator for urging 
the Congress to establish a program which 
can help people who want and need work as 
well as help the communities which can 
benefit from their work.e 

NAUM MElMAN 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, there 
has been considerable discussion in 
recent months of the Soviet Union's 
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implementation of reforms. Actions 
taken by the Soviet Government 
under the premise of greater openness 
are accounted daily in newspapers, 
radio, and television. Thus far, numer
ous prisoners of conscience have been 
released, and democratic voting proce
dures are being tried in several local 
elections. Although most changes are 
minimal, I encourage the Soviets to 
continue them. 

In addition to the changes that have 
already occurred, Secretary Gorba
chev and other Soviet officials have 
made promises of future reforms. It 
has been stated that emigration levels 
will surpass 10,000 this year-a level 
that has not been reached since 1979. 
If the Soviets hope to improve rela
tions with the United States from this 
change in policy, words are not 
enough. Actions are necessary for the 
United States to take the Soviet 
Union's claims seriously. 

The Soviet Government continues to 
disregard the rights of its Jewish citi
zens. Jews are harassed and discrimi
nated against, anti-Zionist literature is 
distributed openly, and religious litera
ture is prohibited. These blatant viola
tions of human rights must end in 
order for relations to improve. 

Many Jewish citizens have suffered 
as a result of the Soviet Government's 
inhumanity. Among them is Naum 
Meiman. Naum's wife, Inna, recently 
died of cancer. I cannot help but be
lieve that the Soviets' delay in releas
ing Irma to the West for critical treat
ment may have caused her death. 
Naum was not permitted to come to 
the United States to comfort Irma in 
her final days, nor to attend his wife's 
funeral. 

After many years of misery, Naum 
still desires to live life in the West. It 
is time for the Soviet Union to allow 
him some happiness. I urge the Soviet 
Government to grant Naum Meiman 
an exit visa immediately.e 

COVERT ACTION 
e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of 
the most thoughtful Members of 
either House of Congress is Congress
man LEE H. HAMILTON of Indiana. 

Some time ago he had an article in 
the Washington Post about covert 
action, questioning the wisdom of 
much of what we now take for grant
ed. 

His basic conclusions: 
"Covert action should be used skeptically. 

The U.S. Government should not carry out 
any covert action that a fully informed 
American public would not support." 

I agree with that completely. 
Covert action ought to be a very rare 

thing. 
Even when there are actions taken 

by people that we find ourselves in 
basic agreement with, initiating covert 
action can be counterproductive be-

cause it reinforces an image of Uncle 
Sam trying to bully the world. 

In a case like Afghanistan, where 
there is an actual invasion, people 
there who are trying to resist the in
vaders should be assisted. But even in 
cases like that we should take that 
covert action with great care. 

I urge my colleagues to read the 
Washington Post article by Congress
man HAMILTON. It makes as much 
sense today as when it was published. 

Interestingly, it was published in 
August 1986, 3 months before we 
learned about our weapons supply to 
Iran. If people in the administration 
had heeded the advice of LEE HAMIL
TON long before we got involved in sup
plying weapons to Iran, we would not 
have this awkward, embarrassing situ
ation that confronts us today. 

I ask that the article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 17, 19861 

THE TROUBLE WITH COVERT ACTION 

<By Lee H. Hamilton> 
Seven months ago, Jonas Savimbi, the 

leader of a group of rebels seeking to over
throw the Angolan government, was re
ceived at the White House. Administration 
officials, including the president and 
member of the Cabinet, publicly pledged 
support for his group, UNIT A, and have 
since revealed details about the weaponry 
that the United States is apparently provid
ing. 

This dramatic shift in U.S. policy has 
proven controversial. But remarkably, Con
gress and the public have been constrained 
from openly debating its merits. That's be
cause the aid to Savimbi is deemed "covert" 
and, as such, is not subject to approval or 
even scrutiny by the whole Congress. 
Angola, more than any recent case, illus
trates the tensions between "covert" oper
ations and the principles of open, democrat
ic government. 

What is "covert" action? In simple terms, 
it is a clandestine effort undertaken to 
shape events in a manner favorable to U.S. 
foreign policy interests. It includes a range 
of activities: unattributable propaganda, the 
provision of financial or material support to 
individuals, groups and foreign govern
ments, or military operations. 

The rationale for covert action is that it 
increases the number of foreign policy op
tions available to the President and enables 
the United States to influence events in sit
uations where no public role would be possi
ble or productive. Because it is unattributa
ble, a covert action can help the U.S. sup
port friendly nations or their policies with
out exposing them to the criticism that they 
are pawns of the United States. Covert 
action can sometimes provide a middle 
ground between diplomacy and war. It can 
also help the United States avoid confronta
tion that might result if its role were offi
cially acknowledged. For these reasons, 
many covert actions can and should be sup
ported. 

But covert action should be viewed skepti
cally. The U.S. government should not carry 
out any covert action that a fully-informed 
American public would not support. While 
occasionally necessary, it should not be the 
preferred tool of foreign policy. Particularly 
close scrutiny should be given to paramili-

tary or military covert actions. It is hard to 
keep them secret or sustain their public sup
port, and their mode of operation makes ac
countability virtually impossible. 

By law, the president can initiate a covert 
action unilaterally. The president is only re
quired to make a determination <a "find
ing") that a certain covert action is in the 
national interest, and to notify the House 
and Senate Intelligence committees of the 
finding. The committees review the finding 
in secret and support most plans for covert 
action. However, they do not have legal au
thority to stop a covert action if they dis
agree. Their only recourse is to urge the 
president to reconsider. Congress can block 
a covert action only by the enactment of a 
specific restriction on the availability of 
funds. 

I believe there are four specific problems 
with covert actions, especially those in sup
port of military or paramilitary operations. 

First, while covert actions can have bene
fits, they often entail significant risks. Ex
posed covert operations can result in consid
erable embarrassment to the United States, 
a setback in relations with other counties 
and the loss of life. Public exposure of 
covert actions can also jeopardize U.S. intel
ligence collection capabilities. 

Large-scale military covert actions run es
pecially large risks. They develop a momen
tum of their own. They have a tendency to 
get out of control, and they simply cannot 
be kept secret. Extensive warfare generates 
intensive media investigation about who is 
backing whom, and recipients of aid soon 
boast about U.S. assistance. Those who 
oppose a covert action leak to undercut 
policy; they who support policy leak to con
vince their followers that the President is 
waging the good fight against communism. 
Nicaragua and Angola are prime examples 
of the near-impossibility of keeping a mili
tary covert action secret. 

Another risk relates to the growing 
number of covert operations and their esca
lating costs in recent years. Those in the ad
ministration who favor covert actions 
should not forget that there is great residu
al suspicion in the public and the Congress 
about their usefulness, and that members 
are paying increasing attention to the size 
of the CIA's contingency reserve fund. 

Second, covert actions consume an inordi
nate amount of time of the intelligence 
community and divert it from the perform
ance of its chief function: the dispassionate 
collection and analysis of intelligence. The 
time devoted to hearings and oversight by 
the Intelligence committees is mirrored by 
the amount of time spent by the administra
tion defending and managing covert oper
ations. This detracts the director of central 
intelligence and other executive branch offi
cials from supervising intelligence collection 
and analysis. It also detracts from proper 
oversight by the Congress of these same ac
tivities. 

A third problem with covert action is that 
it is too easy to initiate, requires the review 
of only a very few people in the executive 
branch, and tempts policymakers to use it 
as a convenient tool to change policy with
out the approval of Congress. This is a mis
take. Covert action is a necessarily secret 
means of implementing policy; it should not 
be a means to change policy in secret. When 
a covert action runs contrary to the well-un
derstood and publicly-enunciated policy of 
the United States, it runs the risk of Con
gressional opposition, a cut-off of funding 
and a major foreign policy fistfight between 
the executive and legislative branches. 
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Covert action should not be used to impose 

a foreign policy the American people would 

not ordinarly support.


This problem is especially serious in the 

case of large-scale military operations. 

Today the administration is seeking to 

combat communist and communist-support- 

ed governments around the world, and mili- 

tary covert action is the cutting edge of 

policy. The president can fund a war secret- 

ly, without public debate, deepening U.S. in- 

volvement in what the administration calls 

"low-intensity" wars. Yet the power of the 

purse and the power to declare war are enu-

merated powers of Congress in the Constitu- 

tion. 

In cases like Angola, the president is 

trying to have it both ways. If an operation 

is secret, then why do officials from the 

president down talk about it openly, and 

why does he meet with UNITA's leader, 

Jonas Savimbi, in the White House? The 

chief advantage of "secrecy" in this instance 

is to enable the administration to circum- 

vent congressional and public debate of a 

major change in U.S. foreign policy, one 

that has important implications for U.S. 

policy throughout southern Africa because 

of Savimbi's close ties with the South Afri-

can government.


A fourth problem with covert action can


be seen in the administration's handling of 

the Nicaragua issue this year. The adminis- 

tration made its case for assistance to the 

Contras publicly , but now  intends to 

manage and implement this assistance as a 

covert action, with all that entails. 

No program once out in the public view 

can realistically be put under wraps again. A 

hybrid overt-covert program may enable the


Executive to get around its immediate polit-

ical problems in Washington or in Hondu-

ras, but it defies logic. Under these circum-

stances the Intelligence Committees are


forced to perform their oversight of the 

Contra program in secret, even though the 

American public knows the program exists 

and expects public accountability for it. 

This arrangement is incompatible with our 

system of government. 

Each of the problems with covert action 

listed above contributes to a reluctant con-

clusion that the congressional review proc-

ess needs improvement. At present, the In-

telligence committees only sit and listen as 

the administration outlines a finding and


initiates a program. They are unable to


block the initiation of a program, and are


able to shape policy only to the extent the 

president accepts their advice. Committee 

rules make it extremely difficult to conduct 

public discussion of covert action, and Com- 

mittee members are limited in their over- 

sight function when they cannot appeal to 

the judgment of their colleagues or the 

public at large. The policy process is not 

working well when the Congress can only 

attempt to block wayward covert actions 

after the fact, after U.S. prestige and peo- 

ple's lives have already been committed. 

These problems could be overcome by a 

greater respect in the administration for 

Congress's role in reviewing covert actions. 

The need for accountability is acute today 

because of the growing prominence of para-

military and military covert action in U.S. 

foreign policy. The review process can work 

better provided the executive branch and 

the Congress understand it and use it with 

civility, prudence and discretion. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on tomor-

row, the Senate will come in at 9:30


a.m. 

After the two leaders or their desig- 

nees have been recognized under the 

standing order, the Senate will pro-

ceed to the consideration of Calendar


No. 96, S. 853. The distinguished Re-

publican leader and I have discussed 

the program for tomorrow. 

Following action on that measure, or 

at any time during the day, it will be


my plan to proceed to the consider-

ation of nominations on the Executive 

Calendar, one of which is Calendar 

No. 2, Arnold Lewis Raphel, of New 

Jersey. I will also hope to be able to 

proceed to the consideration of Calen- 

dar No. 79, Trusten Frank Crigler. 

Rollcalls may very well occur on pro- 

ceeding to take up these nominations 

or on the nominations themselves, or 

on other matters. 

Mr. President, aside from the items


that I have mentioned, the Senate


may take up any other matter on 

which clearance has been gotten, and


with the approval of the distinguished 

Republican leader.


RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if there


by no further business to come before


the Senate, I move, in accordance with


the previous order, that the Senate 

stand in recess until the hour of 9:30 

tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to, and at


5:32 p.m., the Senate recessed until to- 

morrow, Friday, April 24, 1987, at 9:30 

a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by


the Senate April 23, 1987:


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

June Gibbs Brown, of Virginia, to be In- 

spector General, Department of Defense, 

vice Joseph H. Sherick, resigned. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE


Charles F. Rule, of the District of Colum- 

bia, to be an Assistant Attorney General, 

vice Douglas H. Ginsburg. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Ewen M. Wilson, of Virginia, to be an As-

sistant Secretary of Agriculture, vice Robert


L. Thompson, resigned.


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR


David F. Demarest, of Virginia, to be an


Assistant Secretary of Labor, new position. 

Dorothy Livingston Strunk, of Maryland, 

to be Assistant Secretary of Labor for Mine 

Safety and Health, vice David A. Zegeer, re-

signed.


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Lawrence M. Hecker, of Connecticut, to be


Deputy Administrator of the Federal Avia-

tion Administration, vice Richard H. Jones, 

resigned. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON


EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT


Ruth Reeve Jenson, of Arizona, to be a


member of the National Advisory Council


on Educational Research and Improvement


for the term expiring September 30, 1989,


vice Donna Helene Hearne, resigned.


CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING


Marshall Turner, Jr., of California, to be a


member of the board of directors of the


Corporation for Public Broadcasting for a


term expiring March 26, 1992, vice Richard


Brookhiser, term expired.


NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF BUILDING SCIENCES


Louis L. Guy, Jr., of Virginia, to be a


member of the board of directors of the Na-

tional Institute of Building Sciences for a


term expiring September 7, 1989, vice Phil-

lip D. Winn, term expired.


NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION


Robert D. Orr, of Indiana, to be a member


of the board of directors of the National


Railroad Passenger Corporation for a term


expiring April 27, 1990, reappointment.


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under


the provisions of Title 10, United States


Code, section 1370:


To be general


Gen. John A. Wickham, Jr.,            ,


U.S. Army.


The following-named officer under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United States


Code, section 3033:


To be chief of staff


Gen. Carl E. Vuono,            , U.S.


Army.


The following-named officer under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 711, to be appointed as senior Army


member of the Military Staff Committee of


the United Nations:


Lt. Gen. H. Norman Schwarzkopf,        

    , U.S. Army.


IN THE AIR FORCE


The following-named officer under the


provisions of sections 9333 and 9335, title 10,


United States Code, for appointment as


Dean of Faculty, U.S. Air Force Academy:


Col. Erlind G. Royer,            FR, U.S.


Air Force.


The following officers for appointment in


the regular Air Force under the provisions


of section 531, title 10, United States Code,


with a view to designation under the provi-

sions of section 8067, title 10, United States


Code, to perform duties indicated with


grade and date of rank to be determined by


the Secretary of the Air Force provided that


in no case shall the following officers be ap-

pointed in a grade higher than that indicat-

ed:


MEDICAL CORPS


To be colonel


Upendrakumar Kharod,             

John M. Sandru,             

To be major


Michael D. Jones,             

Jay C. Newbauer,             

DENTAL CORPS


To be lieutenant colonel


Harold B. Canning,             

91-059 0-89-29 (Pt. 7)


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-...



9462 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 

April 

23, 1987


To be major 

Robert H. Beaumont,             

Thomas A. Bierman,             

David L. Guerra,             

Joseph M. Hanson,             

To be captain


John J. Mikotowicz,             

The following officer for appointment in


the regular Air Force under the provisions 

of section 531, title 10, United States Code, 

w ith grade and date of rank to be deter- 

m ined by the Secretary of the A ir Force 

provided that in no case shall the officer be 

appointed in a grade higher than captain: 

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE


Nicholas S. Evanish,             

The following individuals for appointment 

as reserve of the Air Force, in the grade in-

dicated, under the provisions of section 593, 

title 10, United States Code, with a view to 

designation under the provisions of section 

8067, title 10, United States Code, to per- 

form the duties indicated: 

MEDICAL CORPS 

To be lieutenant colonel 

David M. Bear,             

James E. Harris,             

Jerome A. Olack,             

Hubert 0. Platt,             

The following Air National Guard of the 

United States Officers for promotion in the 

Reserve of the Air Force under the provi- 

sions of sections 593 and 8379, title 10, 

United States Code. Promotions made under 

section 8379 and confirmed by the Senate 

under section 593 shall bear an effective 

date established in accordance with section 

8374, title 10, of the United States Code. 

(Effective dates in parentheses). 

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE


To be lieutenant colonel 

Maj. John H. Bubar,            , (1/10/ 

87). 

Maj. Philip R. Bunch,            , (12/6/ 

86). 

Maj. Allen R. Dehnert,            , (12/ 

10/86). 

Maj. Brian D. Fields,            , (12/6/ 

86). 

Maj. Georg F. Fondren, Jr.,            , 

(12/10/86). 

Maj. Claude R. Frick,            , (12/18/ 

86). 

Maj. Michael E. Harold,            , (12/ 

16/86). 

Maj. Robert E. Horstman,            , 

(12/10/86). 

Maj. George L. Jones,            , (2/2/ 

87). 

Maj. Frank E. Landis, Jr.,            , 

(11/15/86). 

Maj. Ronald A. Marks,            , (12/ 

12/86). 

Maj. Jesse P. Pritchett,            , (12/ 

15/86). 

Maj. Paul J. Richter,            , (12/6/ 

86). 

Maj. Robert 0. Seifert,            , (12/ 

7/86). 

Maj. Jerry P. Shanahan,            , (12/ 

6/86). 

Maj. Charles F. Skidmore,            , 

(2/2/87). 

Maj. Michael J. Smith,            , (1/3/ 

87). 

Maj. Richard F. Trigilio,            , (12/ 

29/86). 

Maj. Harry A. Trosclair,            , (11/ 

8/86). 

Maj. Kenneth P. Uhl,            , (11/1/ 

86). 

Maj. Robert A. Wilson,            , (12/ 

6/86). 

Maj. Harold T. Yeary,            , (12/7/ 

86). 

Maj. Ronald B. Yuss,            , (10/19/ 

86).


LEGAL CORPS 

To be lieutenant colonel


Maj. Roland F. Berlingo,            , (12/


15/86).


Maj. John T. Flynn,            , (12/14/


86).


Maj. Frederick B. Hunt, Jr.,            ,


(12/17/86).


Maj. Lawrance L. Paulson,            ,


(12/6/86).


MEDICAL CORPS


To be lieutenant colonel 

Maj. Ronald J. Stephens,            , 

(12/18/86). 

Maj. Jai H. Yang,            , (1

2/4/86). 

NURSE CORPS 

To be lieutenant colonel


Maj. Kathleen A. Aymin,            , 

(11/15/86). 

Maj. Carolyn K. Dennis,            , (12/ 

6/86). 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

The fo llow ing-nam ed officers of the 

Marine Corps for permanent appointment 

to the grade of lieutenant colonel, under 

title 10, United States Code, section 624: 

Ahrens, Paul R.,      

Anderson, David C.,      

Anderson, Gary W.,      

Armstrong, Charles L.,      

Bachiller, Rayfel M.,      

Battaglini, James R.,      

Beck, Mark T.,      

Biddle, Robert M., Jr.,      

Bishop, Paul W.,      

Blair, Carl N.,      

Bloomer, David R.,      

Blose, Robert B., Jr.,      

Booker, James L., Sr.,      

Boone, Robert B.,      

Bowman, Thomas G.,      

Boyce, Michael H.,      

Braddy, James C.,      

Braithwaite, Robert E.,      

Brannon, Thomas 0.,      

Brindle, Eugene D.,      

Brinkley, Clyde S., Jr.,      

Brophy, Mark L.,      

Browning, Darrell A.,      

Brunn, Bruce E.,      

Buller, Richard E.,      

Cabana, Robert D.,      

Caudill, Dee H.,      

Caughlan, Thomas A.,      

Cavallaro, Richard C.,      

Chadwick, David L.,      

Chambers, Stephen W.,      

Cheney, Stephen A.,      

Chessum, James P.,      

Cibuzar, Paul F.,      

Cipparone, John S.,      

Clemmer, Wayne A.,      

Cobb, James K.,      

Cohen, Robert S.,      

Cole, Larry P.,      

Cole, Raymond      

Collins, William B.,      

Composto, Joseph      

Conatser, Larkin E.,      

Conry, Kevin A.,      

Cook, Larry G.,      

Corley, Max A.,      

Cortez, Christopher      

Cotton, Norris G.,      

Coulson, Gerald S.,      

Cox, Jimmy R.,      

Craig, Alan S.,      

Dank, Alan H.,      

Darner, William C.,      

Davis, Donald L.,      

Davis, John A.,      

Deloney, Ronald V.,      

Demars, Melvin W. Jr.,      

Denton, Henry M.,      

Deutsch, Frederick M.,      

Dockery, Charles L.,      

Duda, Gerald J.,      

Dunkelberger, Thomas E.,      

Durham, James M.,      

Durham, Jan M.,      

Dyar, Robert W. Jr.,      

Esmann, William J.,      

Fegan, Joseph C. III,      

Finley, Bruce V. Jr.,      

Flanagan, Robert M.,      

Flinn, George W.,      

Fox, Thomas R.,      

Gaieski, John M.,      

Gallagher, Richard J.,      

Geil, Jerome L.,      

Gilleylen, Thomas W.,      

Goodman, John F.,      

Goulding, Vincent J. Jr.,      

Gregor, Christopher J.,      

Griffin, Barry P.,      

Hales, John R.,      

Hammond, Charles W. Jr.,      

Hannigan, Timothy J.,      

Harleman, Thomas G.,      

Harris, Thomas E.,      

Hayden, Mark K.,      

Hemler, Jeffrey E.,      

Henry, Thomas R.,      

Herdering, Carl M.,      

Himes, John M.      

Hirvonen, Keith M.      

Hobbs, Richard P. Jr.,      

Hoke, Michael D.,      

Holcomb, Keith T.,      

Holmes, George E.,      

Hornberger, Stephen G.,      

Huck, Richard A.,      

Hughes, Patrick J. Jr.,      

Hull, Jeffrey L.      

Humston, Douglas E.,      

Hunt, Billy D.,      

Hutchinson, Richard F.,      

Inghram, Richard B.,      

Jillisky, Donald R.,      

Jobin, Edward J.,      

Johnson, Gregory J.,      

Jones, Eric A.,      

Joslyn, William J.,      

Judge, Bruce,      

Kelly, Richard L.,      

King, Steven J.,      

Knott, David A.,      

Lammon, Ray A. Jr.,      

Lange, Lee F. II,      

Lasswell, James A.,      

Lavan, Earl L.,      

Leavitt, Robert N.,      

Lee, James H. III,      

Lenard, James D.,      

MacKenzie, John D.,      

Mahoney, Roger E.,      

Maloney, Richard A.,      

Martinson, Martin J.,      

McBride, Dennis C.,      

McClure, John K.,      

McHale, Kevin J.,      

McKenzie, Scott W.,      

Mendelson, James S.,      

Meng, Ronald L.,      

Mott, Michael I.,      

Mullarkey, John J.,      

Musella, Martin L.,      

Mytczynsky, Stefan,      

Napoleon, Henry Jr.,      

Norako, Vincent W. Jr.,      
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O'Connor, Dennis M., '     

O'Donnell, Hugh K., Jr.,      

Olson, Michael L.,      

Outlaw, Larry D.,      

Owen, Richard L., Jr.,      

Pardo, Cruz,      

Paulson, Ned G.,      

Perkins, Mitchell M.,      

Peterson, Dale A.,      

Pizzo, Mark B.,      

Poley, Bruce E.,      

Poole, Jerry L.,      

Poole, John P.,      

Potter, Michael B.,      

Prendergast, Walter N.,      

Price, Robert A.,      

Pugh, Paul F.,      

Reavis, Thomas A.,      

Roesch, Robert W., Jr.,      

Rosacker, Ralph C., II,      

Rueger, Ronald L.,      

Ruthenberg, Joseph L.,      

Ryan, Charles A.,      

Ryan, Victor W., Jr.,      

Sattler, John F.,      

Schultz, Mark P.,      

Settle, Robert H.,      

Shreve, Larry L.,      

Simpson, Gary B.,      

Simpson, Laurence E.,      

Sinclair, Mark R.,      

Skipper, Charles 0.,      

Slick, Clyde H.,      

Smith, Byron E.,      

Smith, Paul R.,      

Sparks, Grant M.,      

Sparrow, Linden L.,      

Spratt, Ronald E.,      

Stewart, Darrell L.,      

Stoops, Christopher B.,      

Storey, David K.,      

Storey, James A., III,      

Strock, James N.,      

Stull, Jonathan W.,      

Sullivan, Patrick H.,      

Sutherland, Bonni L.,      

Swords, Michael J.,      

Tavella, Anthony T., III,      

Taylor, Timothy M.,      

Thornton, Charles H., Jr.,      

Tonkin, Terry L.,      

Turner, Donald G.,      

Uberman, Joseph S.,      

Varela, Gerald J.,      

Vonwald, Gregory J.,      

Whitlow, William A.,      

Wilbur, Paul A.,      

Winchester, John D.,      

Wright, Larry W.,      

THE JUDICIARY


James T. Turner, of Virginia, to be a judge


of the U.S . C laims Court for the term of 15


years, vice Haldane Robert Mayer.


Paul V. G adola, of Michigan, to be U.S .


d istric t judge fo r the eastern distric t o f


Michigan, vice John Feikens, retired.


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE


K. Michael Moore, of Florida, to be U.S .


attorney for the northern district of Florida


for the term of 4 years, vice Willard Thomas


Dillard III, resigned.


William S. Price, of Oklahoma, to be U.S.


attorney for the western district of Oklaho-

ma for the term of 4 years, reappointment.


G eorge J. Terwilliger III, of Vermont, to


be U.S . attorney for the district of Vermont


for the term of 4 years, vice G eorge W.F.


Cook, resigned.


R omolo J. Imundi, of N ew York, to be


U.S . M arshal for the southern district of


N ew York for the term of 4 years, reap-

pointment.
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